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Preface 


Longshoring  in  the  United  States  has  provided  some  of  the  most  colorful 
chapters  in  American  labor  history.  In  several  respects,  the  industry  is 
unique.  No  other  industry  has  offered  a  more  extreme  form  of  casual 
employment,  nor  such  diversity  in  hiring  methods.  In  most  industries, 
especially  after  they  have  been  unionized,  the  trend  has  been  toward 
the  development  of  uniform  working  conditions  and  industrial  practices. 
But  in  longshoring,  despite  the  fact  that  operational  problems  in  East 
and  West  Coast  ports  are  virtually  the  same,  and  that  many  of  the  same 
stevedoring  companies  operate  on  both  coasts,  vastly  different  hiring 
systems  have  evolved.  These  divergent  systems  —  the  shape-up  and  the 
hiring  hall  —  have  profoundly  influenced  the  collective-bargaining  rela- 
tionship and  the  character  of  the  unions  representing  longshoremen  on 
the  two  coasts.  The  East  Coast  union  —  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  —  has  been  expelled  from  the  AFL  on  charges  of 
"racketeering  and  accepting  bribes  from  employers,"  while  the  West 
Coast  union  —  the  International  Longshoremen's  and  Warehousemen's 
Union  —  has  been  expelled  from  the  CIO  on  charges  of  "following  the 
Communist  Party  line."  Here,  then,  is  an  industry  which  invites  inves- 
tigation. 

The  New  York  waterfront  was  an  obvious  choice  for  studying  the 
shape-up.  Although  intolerable  conditions  on  the  New  York  docks  have, 
of  late,  received  nation-wide  publicity  and  the  ILA  has  long  been  recog- 
nized as  a  classic  example  of  "labor  racketeering,"  the  role  played  by 
employers  and  public  officials  in  creating  these  conditions  has  never  been 
adequately  described.  Nor  has  the  relationship  of  the  shape-up  to  rack- 
eteering been  fully  treated.  As  to  the  hiring-hall  system,  any  major  West 
Coast  port  could  have  been  used  as  an  example,  because  hiring  practices 
are  much  the  same  in  all  ILWU  ports.  Seattle  was  chosen  because  it  has 
the  distinction  of  having  been  the  first  American  port  to  establish  a 

•  • 

VII 


central  hiring  hall  for  longshoremen,  in  1921.  The  system  was  put  into 
operation  by  the  employers  themselves. 

To  provide  a  common  basis  for  comparing  the  shape-up  and  the  hiring 
hall,  it  was  convenient  to  set  up  tests  for  judging  how  well  a  hiring  system 
operates.  The  first  part  of  this  book  describes  the  evolution  of  the  shape- 
up  in  New  York  and  judges  it  in  terms  of  these  tests.  The  second  part 
treats  the  Seattle  hiring  hall  in  the  same  manner.  The  last  chapter  ana- 
lyzes the  reforms  instituted  in  New  York  in  1953. 

It  was  difficult  to  decide  on  an  appropriate  breaking-off  point  for  the 
book.  At  the  time  of  writing,  conditions  on  the  New  York  waterfront 
were  still  highly  fluid,  with  dramatic  new  developments  occurring  almost 
every  week,  while  West  Coast  labor-management  relations  and  the  status 
of  the  hiring  hall  had  been  stable  since  1948.  The  late  summer  of  1953 
was  a  logical  termination  point  since,  by  that  time,  the  New  York  and 
New  Jersey  legislatures  had  outlawed  the  shape-up  on  the  piers,  and  the 
ILA  had  been  expelled  from  the  AFL.  These  two  events  are  of  lasting 
importance,  but  it  was  too  soon  to  evaluate  the  permanent  effect  of  any 
subsequent  developments.  Happily,  it  has  been  possible  to  include  an 
epilogue,  written  in  January,  1955,  in  which  the  first  year's  experience 
with  the  government-operated  hiring  halls  set  up  as  part  of  the  New  York 
reform  program  could  be  reviewed. 

The  author  acknowledges  with  pleasure  the  assistance  of  many  persons 
in  the  longshore  industry,  in  government  agencies,  and  in  the  academic 
profession,  who  aided  in  the  preparation  of  this  study.  Special  thanks  go 
to  Darrell  W.  Cornell,  Washington  area  manager  of  the  Pacific  Maritime 
Association;  Charles  Appel,  president  of  Local  19,  ILWU;  and  Lincoln 
Fairley,  research  director  of  the  ILWU,  for  their  thoughtful  criticisms 
of  the  Seattle  chapters.  Anne  Rand,  ILWU  librarian,  and  Corinne  Light- 
burn,  Pacific  Maritime  Association  librarian,  were  unstinting  in  their 
assistance  and  in  making  available  original  documents.  Bill  Gettings, 
Northwest  regional  director  of  the  ILWU,  and  the  Seattle  staff  of  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board  were  equally  generous  in  helping  trace 
the  background  of  labor  relations  in  Seattle. 

For  their  help  in  uncovering  New  York  hiring  practices,  I  am  particu- 
larly indebted  to  William  Keating  of  the  New  York  City  Anti-Crime 
Committee;  Robert  P.  Patterson,  Jr.,  of  the  New  York  State  Crime  Com- 
mission; Walter  P.  Hedden  of  the  Port  of  New  York  Authority;  Anthony 
(Tony  Mike)  de  Vincenzo  of  Hoboken;  Rev.  John  M.  Corridan,  S.J.,  of 
the  Xavier  Institute  of  Industrial  Relations;  and  the  staff  of  the  NLRB 
in  New  York. 

More  than  to  anyone  else,  I  am  indebted  to  my  wife,  Pat,  who  not  only 
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typed  the  manuscript  but  collaborated  closely  in  every  phase  of  the 
research  and  writing  of  this  book — who  is,  in  truth,  its  coauthor.  I  am 
also  heavily  in  the  debt  of  Vern  and  Vera  Countryman,  who  permitted 
me  to  make  exorbitant  demands  upon  them  for  intellectual  assistance  and 
moral  support.  Not  the  least  of  these  was  for  guidance  through  the 
labyrinthine  passages  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act.  Invaluable  assistance  in 
suggesting  lines  of  inquiry  and  putting  the  subject  matter  in  perspective 
was  given  by  Neil  Chamberlain,  E.  Wight  Bakke,  and  Charles  E.  Lind- 
blom,  all  of  Yale  University.  They,  with  Vern  Countryman,  gave  most 
generously  of  their  time  when  they  served  as  members  of  the  committee 
which  directed  the  original  study — a  dissertation  presented  for  the  degree 
of  Doctor  of  Philosophy  in  Yale  University — on  which  this  book  has 
been  based. 

For  their  patience  in  reading  the  manuscript  and  their  annoying  sug- 
gestions for  improvement,  I  want  to  express  my  gratitude  to  John  Pagani 
of  the  University  of  Utah,  Frances  Herring  of  Oberlin  College,  William 
S.  Hopkins  of  the  University  of  Washington,  John  P.  Hardt  of  the  Re- 
search Studies  Institute,  Air  University,  Marilyn  and  Walter  Webb  of 
Redwood  City,  California,  Ruth  Wright  of  Salt  Lake  City,  and  Maxwell 
E.  Knight  of  the  Editorial  Department,  University  of  California  Press. 
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The  New  York  Waterfront 


"A  Pirate's  Nest" 


The  Port  of  New  York  is  preeminent  among  United  States  harbors,  both 
for  its  physical  size  and  for  the  amount  of  crime,  graft,  and  political  cor- 
ruption which  have  infested  its  piers.  Unsavory  conditions  on  New  York 
docks  were  exposed  as  early  as  1914,  and  widely  decried  for  almost  forty 
years.  Yet  in  1953,  the  words  of  the  governor  of  New  York  as  he  opened 
public  hearings  on  waterfront  labor  conditions  showed  that  the  need  for 
reform  was  more  urgent  than  ever: 

Unless  there  is  a  better  method  of  conducting  business  than 
by  murder,  none  of  us  are  fit  to  govern,  to  hold  public  office,  and 
if  intimidation  is  inherent  in  conducting  a  business  there  is  a 
tragic  gap  in  our  society.1 

The  sheer  size  of  the  port  has  been  an  important  factor  hi  shaping  its 
history  and  in  complicating  attempts  at  reform.  The  waterfront  has  more 
than  700  miles  of  shoreline,  and  its  350  principal  piers  are  scattered  over 
two  states  and  six  different  municipalities.  Longshoring  became  concen- 
trated in  several  distinct  areas,  almost  as  though  it  were  a  series  of  separate 
ports  rather  than  one  big  harbor,  but  this  compartmentalization  of  the 
industry  did  not  bring  the  problem  of  reform  down  to  more  manageable 
size  because  the  interchangeable  nature  of  the  shipping  industry  precluded 
piecemeal  improvements.  If  steamship  companies  became  dissatisfied  with 
conditions  in  one  area  of  the  port,  they  could  easily  shift  their  operations  to 
another  because  few  companies  owned  the  pier  facilities.  To  be  effective, 
any  reform  had  to  encompass  the  entire  port. 

For  America's  largest  and  busiest  port,  New  York's  cargo-handling 
facilities  are  surprisingly  inadequate — another  factor  which  has  shaped 
the  history  of  the  industry.  All  but  one  of  the  railroads  serving  the  harbor 
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come  in  on  the  New  Jersey  side  while  most  piers  where  steamships  are 
loaded  are  on  the  New  York  side,  in  Manhattan  and  South  Brooklyn.  An 
extensive  system  of  freight-car  barges  and  lighters  must  be  used  to  move 
freight  back  and  forth  across  the  harbor.  In  addition,  many  piers  are  so 
narrow  that  warehouse  space  is  at  a  premium.  Since  cargo  cannot  be  stored 
on  the  piers,  the  marginal  streets  are  obstructed  by  long  lines  of  trucks 
which  sometimes  wait  for  hours  to  pick  up  cargo  just  arrived  in  port  or  to 
deliver  freight  to  out-bound  ships.  The  New  York  waterfront  is  chron- 
ically the  scene  of  chaos  and  congestion  far  exceeding  the  normal  hubbub 
of  a  busy  port,  and  speed  in  completing  the  job  assumes  even  greater  im- 
portance than  is  customary  in  longshoring. 

The  irregularity  of  employment  traditionally  associated  with  longshor- 
ing is  especially  marked  in  New  York.  In  any  port,  the  number  of  long- 
shoremen needed  to  work  at  any  particular  time  fluctuates  widely  and 
rapidly  depending  on  the  type  of  ships  being  worked.  Intercoastal,  coast- 
wise, and  interport  trade  requires  a  relatively  stable  labor  force,  while 
deep-sea  traffic  is  highly  irregular.  In  the  Port  of  New  York,  foreign  trade 
has  accounted  for  as  much  as  30  per  cent  of  the  total  volume  of  water- 
borne  commerce — a  larger  percentage  than  in  most  ports.  Since  coast- 
wise and  intercoastal  shipments  also  show  some  irregularity,  the  number 
of  men  needed  to  work  cargo  in  New  York  would  have  fluctuated  more 
widely  than  hi  most  ports  even  in  the  absence  of  poor  storage  facilities  on 
its  piers. 

Irregularity  of  employment  was  further  intensified  by  the  hiring  system 
used  on  the  New  York  waterfront  until  1953,  when  it  was  abolished — not 
by  collective  bargaining,  but  by  special  sessions  of  the  New  York  and  New 
Jersey  legislatures  called  for  the  specific  purpose  of  remedying  waterfront 
evils.  Under  the  traditional  hiring  system,  longshoremen  seeking  jobs 
"shaped  up"  each  morning  at  the  docks  where  they  usually  worked.  They 
waited  in  the  street  until  a  hiring  foreman  came  out  of  the  door  of  the  pier 
warehouse  and  blew  his  whistle,  then  formed  a  sort  of  horseshoe  around 
him.  From  this  group — which  typically  outnumbered  the  available  jobs — 
he  picked  the  men  for  the  day's  work.  Men  who  were  picked  in  the  "shape- 
up"  were  guaranteed  only  four  hours  work. 

Taken  together,  these  conditions — the  size  and  complexity  of  the  port, 
and  the  traditional  hiring  system — contributed  to  the  development  of  a 
most  unusual  collective-bargaining  relationship  and  a  waterfront  aptly 
described  as  a  "pirate's  nest."  Racketeers  and  thugs  represented  the  long- 
shoremen and  negotiated  contracts  with  the  employers,  many  of  whom 
were  equally  corrupt  but  whose  practices  were  more  subtle. 

The  employers  are,  for  the  most  part,  contracting  stevedores  although 


some  steamship  companies  operate  their  own  stevedoring  subsidiaries. 
The  employers  have  been  represented  by  the  New  York  Shipping  Associa- 
tion3, which  includes  175  members.3  Only  one  large  employer  of  long- 
shoremen— the  United  Fruit  Company — is  outside  the  association.  The 
NYSA  negotiated  collective-bargaining  agreements  with  the  Atlantic 
Coast  District  of  the  International  Longshoremen's  Association — an  un- 
usual arrangement,  because  the  employers'  association  represented  only 
the  Port  of  New  York,  while  the  union  represented  the  entire  Atlantic 
Coast.4  In  practice,  the  master  agreement  between  these  parties  became 
the  standard  contract  for  all  ports  from  Portland,  Maine,  to  Norfolk,  Vir- 
ginia, by  action  of  the  employers'  associations  and  ILA  locals  in  those 
ports.5 

Two  other  aspects  of  the  port  which  added  to  its  uniqueness  were  the 
almost  complete  absence  of  information  about  the  size  of  the  labor  force 
and  the  air  of  mystery  surrounding  the  union.  Until  recent  years,  every 
study  of  the  New  York  waterfront  contained  a  statement  which  said,  in 
effect,  "Nobody  knows  how  many  longshoremen  work  in  the  port,  nor  how 
many  belong  to  the  ILA."  It  was  not  until  1951  that  information  on 
employment  in  the  port  became  available  when  a  state  board  of  inquiry, 
created  to  investigate  the  causes  of  a  wildcat  strike  which  tied  up  the  port 
for  22  days,  secured  employment  figures  from  the  employers.  The  NYSA 
reported  to  the  board  of  inquiry  that  members  of  the  association — who 
employed  well  over  90  per  cent  of  all  waterfront  workers — had  hired 
more  than  36,500  longshoremen  in  1950.6 

Since  the  International  Longshoremen's  Association  had  been  the  sole 
bargaining  representative  of  New  York  waterfront  workers  since  1916, 
the  board  was  interested  in  ascertaining  how  many  of  these  36,500  long- 
shoremen were  members  of  the  union.  After  hearing  extensive  testimony 
from  both  union  officials  and  employers,  the  board  was  able  to  report  only : 

Present  membership  in  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  is  estimated  at  55,000  to  60,000.  .  .  .  At  the  pres- 
ent time,  about  forty  per  cent  [i.e.,  22,000-24,000]  of  its 
members  belong  to  locals  in  this  port.7 

Even  if  the  figure  of  24,000  were  accepted  as  the  total  ILA  membership 
in  the  port  (other  evidence  indicates  that  this  estimate  is  too  liberal),  not 
all  these  men  would  have  been  longshoremen,  since  the  union  included 
other  waterfront  crafts  such  as  dock  foremen.  Even  using  the  ILA's  own 
figures,  this  meant  that  well  over  12,000  men  who  did  not  belong  to  the 
ILA  were  competing  for  jobs  in  the  shape-up  against  union  members. 
A  peculiar  feature  of  the  ILA's  internal  structure  was  the  way  the  union 


was  gerrymandered.  A  total  of  3 1  separate  longshore  locals  were  distrib- 
uted throughout  the  port  as  shown  on  the  map  in  figure  1.  (The  probable 
reasons  for  such  a  large  number  of  locals,  in  view  of  the  size  of  the  ILA's 
membership  in  the  port,  are  discussed  in  chapter  3.  The  other  locals  shown 
in  the  map  were  the  locals  of  checkers,  cargo  repairmen,  etc.)  The  31 
longshore  locals  were: 

Hoboken 6  locals,  (Nos.  306,  867,  881,  890, 

1064,  1198) 

Newark 2  locals  (Nos.  1233,  1235) 

Jersey  City    ....       1  local   (No.  1247) 

Bayonne 2  locals  (Nos.  1588,  1589) 

Brooklyn      ....     10  locals  (Nos.  327,  327-1,  338, 

338-1,  808,  975,  968, 
1199,  1199-1,1195) 

Staten  Island      ...       1  local   (No.  920) 
Manhattan    ....       9  locals  (Nos.  791,  824,  824-1, 

856,  866,  895,  964, 
1124,  1258) 

These  locals  were  all  affiliated  with  the  New  York  District  Council  of 
the  ILA,  which  encompassed  the  same  area  as  the  New  York  Shipping 
Association.  While  the  district  council  presumably  existed  to  administer 
the  collective-bargaining  agreement,  the  history  of  collective  bargaining 
indicates  that  relations  with  the  employers  were  largely  carried  on  through 
the  union  president.  This  arrangement  was  amicable  and  highly  informal. 
Agreements  were  often  verbal  rather  than  written,  a  practice  most  frus- 
trating to  the  rank-and-file  longshoremen — not  to  mention  the  student  of 
the  industry. 

Here  in  America's  largest  port,  where  working  conditions  had  been 
determined  by  collective  bargaining  for  almost  forty  years,  was  a  system 
of  hiring  which  has  been  variously  described  as  "inefficient,"  "archaic," 
"brutal  and  degrading,"  "a  spawning  place  for  crime,"  "a  system  which 
promotes  chronic  unemployment  among  longshoremen."  From  1914  to 
1953,  every  official  study  of  the  New  York  waterfront  had  condemned 
the  shape-up.  Why  did  the  shape-up — abandoned  decades  ago  in  other 
ports — stubbornly  persist  in  New  York,  in  a  country  which  takes  pride  in 
the  ability  of  its  social  and  economic  institutions  to  adapt  to  changing 
conditions? 


Union  organization  on  the  New  York  waterfront  passed  through  several 
distinct  phases  from  its  inception  in  the  1830's  to  its  domination  by  rack- 


Fig.  1.  The  Port  of  New  York 


eteers  in  the  1930's.  While  it  is  now  apparent  that  the  failure  to  eliminate 
the  shape-up  earlier  was  largely  responsible  for  the  ultimate  degradation 
of  the  union,  hi  each  phase  compelling  reasons  prevented  the  union  from 
focusing  its  primary  attention  on  abolishing  the  shape-up.  The  long  and 
tragic  history  can  be  summarized  as  follows: 

Before  the  ILA  was  established  in  the  port,  the  sporadic  attempts  at 
organizing  longshoremen  that  enjoyed  even  limited  success  resulted  in 
small,  weak  local  unions,  each  independent  of  the  others.  The  shape-up, 
which  had  evolved  as  the  hiring  system  of  the  longshoring  industry,  worked 
great  hardship  on  the  men — as  it  always  had — but  union  officials  turned 
their  attention  to  what  seemed  to  them  the  first  order  of  business — getting 
some  sort  of  security  for  their  unions.  When  the  ILA  finally  integrated  the 
locals  and  emerged  as  a  relatively  permanent  organization,  union  leaders 
wanted  to  improve  hiring  practices,  as  well  as  wages,  but  they  had  little 
knowledge  of  alternatives  to  the  shape-up  and  evidently  lacked  the  imagi- 
nation necessary  to  improvise  any  substitute.  Consequently,  the  shape-up 
remained  basically  unchanged  even  after  a  strong,  centralized  union  had 
been  established  and  had  obtained  what  amounted  to  a  closed  shop. 

This  combination  of  circumstances — the  power  now  vested  in  union 
officials  to  pass  judgment  on  who  could  be  hired,  coupled  with  the  ever- 
present  surplus  of  job-seekers  in  the  shape-up — encouraged  the  corruption 
of  union  officials  by  offering  them  opportunities  to  use  their  positions  in  a 
variety  of  petty  rackets.  Many  of  these  officials  gradually  came  to  regard 
their  jobs  solely  as  valuable  sources  of  personal  income  and  prestige,  and 
ultimately  they  lost  any  feeling  of  common  interest  with  the  union  mem- 
bers. The  movement  toward  dictatorial  control  of  the  union  was  accel- 
erated in  the  1930's  when  racketeers,  attracted  to  the  waterfront  by  the 
opportunities  for  graft  and  extortion,  entered  longshoring — and  the  union 
— hi  substantial  numbers.  By  the  time  knowledge  of  workable  alternatives 
to  the  shape-up  became  fairly  widespread  among  the  men,  it  was  too  late 
for  a  peaceful  transition.  By  then,  too  many  union  officials  saw  the  preser- 
vation of  the  shape-up  as  the  means  for  perpetuating  their  positions.  No 
continuing  attempts  to  force  reforms  were  made  by  union  members,  partly 
because  they  feared  retaliation  from  union  officials,  but  also  because,  by 
that  time,  the  rank  and  file  had  so  little  confidence  in  their  officials  that 
they  viewed  the  shape-up  with  all  its  abuses  as  a  lesser  evil  than  a  system 
of  centralized  hiring  which  would  concentrate  even  more  power  in  the 
hands  of  these  officials.  The  comment  of  a  New  York  longshoreman 
pointed  up  the  dilemma  of  the  rank  and  file:  "You've  got  to  have  a  clean 
union  before  you  can  have  a  hiring  hall." 


Early  History 

Before  the  ILA  was  organized  on  the  New  York  waterfront,  the  long- 
shoremen's attempts  to  unionize  were  hampered  by  the  conflict  between 
their  need  to  achieve  port-wide  solidarity  and  their  fear  of  centralizing  the 
power  of  the  union.  Some  attention  was  given  to  hiring  practices  in  this 
period  but  the  main  emphasis  of  union  activity  was  on  wage  rates. 

The  earliest  recorded  strike  of  New  York  longshoremen  occurred  in 
1836.  The  men  demanded  a  wage  increase  and  shorter  hours,  but  the  strike 
was  broken  when  the  mayor  "ordered  the  military  under  arms  .  .  .  and 
threatened  them  with  ball  cartridges."8  After  this  setback,  organizational 
efforts  of  longshoremen  took  the  form  of  "benevolent  societies,"  similar 
to  the  early  Friendly  Societies  in  Britain.  They  complained  of  irregularity 
of  employment  which  kept  their  earnings  down  when  they  formed  the 
Alongshoremen's  United  Benefit  Society  in  1853,  but  the  first  organization 
to  propose  regulating  "the  time  and  manner  of  employment"  was  the  Long- 
shoremen's Union  Protective  Association,  No.  2,  of  the  City  of  New 
York,  incorporated  in  1866.9 

The  first  sizable  strike  occurred  in  1 874  as  a  protest  against  a  reduction 
in  wages,  and  involved  between  8,000  and  10,000  members  of  the  five 
LUPA  locals  in  Manhattan  and  Brooklyn.  The  locals  failed  to  form  any 
central  body  to  coordinate  their  actions  and,  after  five  weeks  during  which 
strikebreakers  were  used  widely,  the  strike  collapsed  and  the  men  returned 
to  work  on  the  employers'  terms.  Available  records  do  not  indicate  that 
hiring  practices  were  an  issue. 

During  the  next  two  decades,  there  were  sporadic  attempts  to  organize 
but  even  where  these  were  successful  the  locals  covered  only  limited  geo- 
graphic areas  and  functioned  independently  of  each  other.  When  the 
Knights  of  Labor  were  organizing  successfully  in  the  late  1880's,  New 
York  longshoremen  joined  the  Knights  in  such  large  numbers  that  port- 
wide  solidarity  seemed  within  reach.  The  new  union's  first  test  came  in  the 
"big  strike"  of  1887.  The  tie-up  was  begun  by  the  coastwise  longshoremen 
who  were  soon  supported  by  50,000  waterfront  workers  in  the  Knights.* 
The  strikers  agreed  to  make  the  dispute  of  another  craft — the  coal  han- 
dlers— the  main  issue,  on  the  grounds  that  if  it  could  be  won  the  coastwise 
employers  would  also  settle.  When  the  demands  of  the  coal  handlers  were 
subsequently  met,  the  Knights  immediately  proclaimed  a  victory  and 


*  Ironically  enough,  the  coastwise  men  were  protesting  an  employer  proposal  that 
they  be  hired  by  the  week  at  $12  for  60  hours  instead  of  at  the  prevailing  rate  of 
$.25  an  hour — presumably  because  a  reduction  in  earnings  was  involved.  The  history 
of  the  waterfront  might  have  been  a  much  happier  one  had  weekly  employment  been 
established  in  the  1880's. 


declared  the  strike  ended,  leaving  the  coastwise  longshoremen's  dispute 
unsettled.  Realizing  their  isolated  position,  the  coastwise  men  began 
shaping  at  the  piers  without  even  waiting  for  the  action  of  their  own  locals. 
The  longshoremen's  disgust  with  the  Knights  was  so  great  that  within  a 
year  there  were  no  longshore  locals  in  the  port. 

The  men  remained  unorganized  until  1896,  when  the  British  Dockers' 
Union  sent  Edward  McHugh  to  the  United  States  to  organize  longshore- 
men in  this  country.10  McHugh  was  highly  successful  in  New  York  and 
Philadelphia,  and  formed  the  American  Longshoremen's  Union.  He  was  a 
single-taxer,  and  Henry  George  and  some  of  his  associates  were  interested 
in  the  organization.  The  new  union  demanded  a  wage  increase  and  that 
saloonkeepers  be  prevented  from  paying  off  the  men  but,  historically,  the 
most  significant  of  their  demands  were  that  the  shape-up  be  restricted  to 
three  fixed  times  a  day  (men  were  being  "shaped"  whenever  a  ship  came 
in  or  a  job  was  to  be  done)  and  that  men  who  were  hired  be  guaranteed 
four  hours'  pay.  None  of  these  demands  was  met  and  the  union  was  dis- 
solved within  two  years  after  its  founding  when  the  general  secretary 
absconded  with  the  funds. 

With  the  disastrous  experience  of  two  centralized  organizations  behind 
them,  the  men  reestablished  the  Longshoremen's  Union  Protective  Asso- 
ciation in  1898.  This  time,  the  locals  retained  their  own  funds  and  pos- 
sessed greater  autonomy  than  in  the  old  organizations.  The  only  concession 
to  the  need  for  a  port-wide  unit  was  the  creation  of  a  port  council,  delegates 
to  which — as  well  as  local  officers — were  elected  twice  a  year.  Over  the 
next  nine  years,  a  few  improvements  in  conditions  were  negotiated  by  the 
union,  including  preference  of  employment  for  its  members  at  certain  piers. 

By  1907  the  membership  of  the  LUPA  locals  was  about  3,100.  Unrest 
was  widespread  in  the  port  and  a  May  Day  demonstration  among  long- 
shoremen in  Brooklyn  touched  off  a  spontaneous,  unplanned  strike 
throughout  the  port.  The  walk-out  was  not  recognized  by  union  officials 
until  the  port  council  met  five  days  later  and  decided  to  call  an  official 
strike  for  a  wage  increase.  As  in  the  1874  strike,  the  shape-up  was  not  an 
issue.  A  temporary  feeling  of  solidarity  developed  among  the  men,  over 
9,000  of  whom  joined  the  LUPA  during  the  strike.  More  than  30  employ- 
ers formed  a  committee  to  coordinate  their  resistance,  and  strikebreakers 
were  used  extensively.  The  union  persuaded  some  of  the  latter  to  quit  and 
paid  their  fares  "back  to  where  they  came  from."  The  longshoremen 
received  no  support  from  other  unions  and  returned  to  work  after  six 
weeks  on  the  terms  which  had  existed  when  the  strike  began. 

A  pattern  can  be  seen  evolving  in  the  1907  strike  which  was  to  be 
repeated  on  numerous  later  occasions.  Unplanned  and  unauthorized,  the 
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walk-out  was  well  under  way  when  the  union  officials  declared  it  to  be  an 
official  strike.  The  delay  in  this  strike,  unlike  that  in  more  recent  strikes, 
was  apparently  caused  by  the  decentralized  nature  of  the  union  and  by 
inadequate  communication  between  the  separate  areas  of  the  port,  rather 
than  by  a  disinclination  to  disrupt  harmonious  relations  with  the  em- 
ployers. 

The  International  Longshoremen's  Association 

The  ineffectiveness  of  the  LUPA  resulted  in  disaffiliation  of  many  of  its 
locals,  which  then  affiliated  with  a  new  waterfront  union — the  Interna- 
tional Longshoremen's  Association,  then  in  the  AFL.11  Rivalry  between 
the  two  unions  continued  until  1914,  when  the  LUPA  locals  were  all 
brought  under  the  ILA  banner. 

Two  years  later,  the  ILA  secured  its  first  port-wide  collective  agreement 
with  New  York  employers.  It  provided  for  a  wage  increase  and  preference 
of  employment  for  union  members,  but  was  silent  with  respect  to  other 
aspects  of  hiring.12  While  this  was  the  first  signed  agreement,  it  merely 
formalized  a  condition  which  had  been  developing  in  the  port.  Charles 
Barnes,  the  author  of  the  first  study  of  the  industry,  had  commented  in 
1915: 

Curiously  enough,  throughout  the  history  of  unionism  in  this 
port,  there  has  never  been  a  signed  wage  scale,  just  as  there  has 
never  been  official  recognition  of  any  union.  The  lack  of  any  uni- 
form and  official  wage  scale  in  New  York  is  all  the  more  note- 
worthy in  that  the  differing  rate  in  different  parts  of  the  port  was 
in  the  early  days  a  prime  cause  of  perpetuating  the  animosity  of 
the  men  and  in  preventing  any  coming  together  of  the  unions 
.  .  .  [while  not  recognizing  the  unions]  the  companies  discern 
in  them  a  certain  intangible  power  of  making  trouble  and 
accordingly  do  not  allow  their  foremen  to  reject  union  men. 
Union  men  are,  generally  speaking,  the  best,  and  if  it  were  dis- 
covered that  any  company  discriminated  against  them,  they 
would  all  quietly  quit  work.13 

In  retrospect,  it  seems  strange  that  the  ILA  did  not  attempt,  after 
achieving  preference  for  union  members,  to  devise  some  system  for  reg- 
ularizing employment.  Evidently,  at  this  time,  officials  could  not  think  of 
any  way  in  which  this  could  be  done.  This  was  reflected  in  their  testimony 
given  before  the  United  States  Commission  on  Industrial  Relations  in  1914. 
The  first  witness  was  John  F.  Riley,  an  ILA  international  organizer.  After 
offering  page  after  page  of  testimony  on  kickbacks,  long  hours,  abuse  of 
power  by  foremen,  and  other  undesirable  aspects  of  the  shape-up,  the  only 
reform  he  proposed  was  that  three  regular  times  a  day  for  shaping  be 


established.14  Walter  B.  Holt,  another  ILA  organizer,  gave  testimony  much 
like  Riley's  but  offered  the  opinion  "the  shape  is  the  best  for  the  men,  due 
to  the  fact  that  the  stevedore  employs  practical  longshoremen,  which  will 
prevent  accidents."15  Dennis  Delaney,  a  longshoreman  for  24  years  and 
a  foreman  for  part  of  that  time,  took  the  same  position  in  his  testimony. 
Asked  by  Commissioner  John  R.  Commons,  "Have  you  any  way  of  equal- 
izing the  work  around  amongst  your  members?"  Holt  answered,  "No  .  .  . 
all  we  try  to  see  is  that  he  (the  stevedore)  hires  all  union  men."11 

Looking  back  on  the  history  of  the  ILA  in  the  port,  it  is  apparent  that 
when  the  union  obtained  preference  of  employment  for  union  members 
but  failed  to  limit  the  labor  supply  and  to  regularize  hiring,  it  laid  the 
groundwork  for  its  ultimate  corruption. 

Labor  Statesmanship 

The  signing  of  the  1916  agreement  ushered  in  a  new  era  in  union-em- 
ployer relations.  The  forerunner  of  the  present  employers'  association  was 
established  in  the  Standing  Committee  of  Steamship  Agents  and  Contract- 
ing Stevedores.  The  activities  of  all  ILA  locals  hi  the  port  were  coordinated 
through  the  New  York  District  Council.  The  1916  agreement  was  the  first 
of  a  30-year  series  negotiated  by  officials  of  the  union  and  the  employers 
without  a  threat  of  a  strike  or  lockout.  There  were  to  be  strikes — some  of 
them  port- wide  and  prolonged — during  the  next  30  years,  but  none  of 
them  was  to  receive  the  official  blessing  of  the  leadership. 

The  newly  elected  officials  spent  most  of  their  time  during  these  early 
years  quarreling  among  themselves,  rather  than  confronting  the  employers 
with  demands  for  contract  improvements.  When  the  ILA  absorbed  the 
rival  LUPA  locals,  it  inherited  a  legacy  of  minority  opposition  and  per- 
sonal rivalries.  The  presidential  election  in  the  1917  convention  was  a 
hotly  contested  affair  between  President  T.  V.  O'Connor  (who,  like  the 
first  ILA  president,  Dan  Keefe,  was  a  Great  Lakes  tugboat  captain)  and 
Richard  J.  Butler  (a  former  official  of  the  LUPA).  The  ILA  faction  won 
the  election  but  the  contest  left  smoldering  resentments.17 

The  union  had  also  inherited  a  pattern  of  differential  wage  rates  through- 
out the  port,  and  these  were  the  cause  of  serious  animosities  among  ILA 
members.  Resentments  came  to  the  surface  in  1918  when  other  ILA 
members  in  the  port  refused  to  participate  in  a  strike  of  the  coastwise  long- 
shoremen who  were  protesting  an  award  of  the  National  Adjustment  Com- 
mission. 1S  Despite  the  lack  of  support,  the  coastwise  men  were  successful 
in  forcing  the  commission  to  amend  its  award,  and  their  success  had  impor- 
tant implications  for  the  wildcat  strike  which  developed  one  year  later.19 
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The   1919  Strike 

It  is  possible  to  discern,  even  in  this  early  phase  of  the  union's  develop- 
ment, a  gradual  separation  of  the  leadership  from  the  members,  seriously 
weakening  the  ability  of  the  officials  to  represent  the  desires  of  the  mem- 
bership. This  was  demonstrated  in  the  1919  strike. 

The  port  was  troubled,  early  in  1919,  by  a  series  of  minor  strikes.  In 
March,  the  men  employed  on  harbor  craft  (lighters  and  tugs)  walked  out 
in  protest  of  a  War  Labor  Board  decision.  President  O'Connor  held  the 
strike  to  be  in  violation  of  a  commitment  by  the  ILA  to  accept  board  deci- 
sions and  refused  to  support  the  men.  Without  official  support,  the  strikers 
were  forced  to  settle  for  terms  less  favorable  than  those  which  had  pre- 
vailed before  the  walk-out.  Ill-feeling  among  this  craft  toward  the  union 
leadership  was  exacerbated  when  the  executive  council  removed  Paul 
Vaccarelli,  an  official  of  one  of  the  striking  locals,  from  his  position  as  fifth 
vice-president  of  the  international  because  of  his  participation  in  the  strike. 

At  the  convention  in  July,  President  O'Connor  was  empowered  to  open 
negotiations  with  the  employers  on  the  basis  of  demands  formulated  by 
representatives  of  all  the  North  Atlantic  locals.*  The  demands  included  a 
wage  increase  of  35  cents  an  hour  for  straight  time  and  90  cents  for  over- 
time. Hiring  practices  were  not  mentioned.  Negotiations  with  the  employ- 
ers soon  broke  down,  and  it  was  agreed  to  refer  the  matter  directly  to  the 
National  Adjustment  Commission,  of  which  O'Connor  and  Joseph  P.  Ryan 
(then  an  ILA  vice-president)  were  members.  The  commission  began  hear- 
ings in  September  on  the  demands  of  one  of  the  crafts  but,  before  an  award 
could  be  made,  longshoremen  in  Brooklyn  lost  patience  and  walked  off 
their  jobs.  They  were  persuaded  to  return  to  work,  however,  and  on  Octo- 
ber 6  the  commission  voted  three  to  two — O'Connor  and  Ryan  dissenting 
— to  award  an  increase  of  5  cents  for  straight  time  and  10  cents  for  over- 
tune,  with  a  provision  for  reopening  the  wage  issue  on  December  1. 
Although  they  dissented  from  the  award,  O'Connor  and  Ryan  undertook 
to  accept  it  on  behalf  of  the  ILA.  The  membership  disagreed  and  4,000  to 
5,000  dissatisfied  members  in  the  Chelsea  area  struck  in  protest  on  Octo- 
ber 7.  On  the  same  day,  a  riot  in  which  two  men  were  killed  occurred  in 
Brooklyn  between  men  who  wanted  to  continue  the  strike  and  others  who 
supported  O'Connor's  appeal  to  accept  the  award. 

Confusion  existed  as  to  whether  O'Connor  and  Ryan  had  exceeded  their 

*The  convention  initially  refused  to  seat  either  the  ousted  Vaccarelli  or  R.J.Butler 
(the  former  LUPA  official)  as  delegates.  Ultimately  Vaccarelli  was  seated  to  permit 
him  to  contest  the  executive  council's  action,  and  he  ran  unsuccessfully  for  his  for- 
mer post.  Butler  was  excluded  "for  the  reason  that  he  is  connected  with  a  detective 
agency  .  .  .  which  agency  is  detrimental  to  the  best  interest  of  our  international 
association."  Proceedings  of  the  International  Longshoremen's  Convention  (1919), 
p.  22,  as  quoted  in  the  Monthly  Labor  Review,  IX  (Dec.,  1919),  109. 


authority  in  accepting  the  award.  The  1919  convention  had  voted  to  re- 
constitute the  commission,  which  was  interpreted  by  the  officials  to  commit 
the  ILA  to  accept  decisions  of  the  commission  as  binding.20  The  long- 
shoremen, on  the  other  hand,  felt  that  their  officials  were  bound  by  de- 
mands formulated  by  the  North  Atlantic  locals.  Also,  they  remembered 
the  precedent  which  had  been  set  when  the  coastwise  men's  strike  had 
forced  the  commission  to  amend  its  award  a  year  earlier. 

O'Connor  denounced  the  walkout,  which  by  October  9  was  port-wide, 
asserting,  "the  strike  was  engineered  by  the  IWW  working  with  the  radical 
elements  in  ...  the  Union.  The  men  are  dominated  by  Bolsheviki  and 
the  IWW."*  On  the  third  day  of  the  strike,  a  meeting  in  Tammany  Hall 
was  addressed  by  John  Riley  (president  of  the  New  York  District  Coun- 
cil) and  Joseph  Ryan,  both  of  whom  urged  the  men  "to  place  their  case 
for  guidance  in  the  hands  of  their  officials."  At  the  meeting,  Riley  was 
elected  chairman  of  a  three-man  committee  to  place  the  strikers'  case 
before  their  international  president  and  the  employers  for  reconsidera- 
tion. 

Posters  began  appearing  on  the  waterfront,  some  of  which  caricatured 
O'Connor  and  read:  "You  Can't  Make  a  Five  and  Ten  Cent  Store  out  of 
the  ILA."  The  board's  decision  became  popularly  known  among  the  men 
as  the  "Woolworth  award." 

A  volley  of  appeals  to  return  to  work  was  then  directed  at  the  strikers 
from  several  quarters.  Ben  Tillett,  secretary  of  the  British  Dock  Workers' 
Union,  stated  in  New  York  that  British  dockers  would  not  support  the 
strike  because  it  was  unauthorized. f  At  a  meeting  of  the  strikers,  President 
O'Connor  reiterated  his  opposition,  and  Riley,  chairman  of  the  strike  com- 
mittee, urged  the  men  to  return  to  work  with  the  words,  "You  men  are  not 
licked,  if  you  go  back.  You  don't  go  back  losing  anything."  Professor 
William  Z.  Ripley  of  Harvard,  chairman  of  the  commission,  addressed  the 
same  meeting,  promising  to  reopen  the  wage  matter  on  December  1 ,  but 
stating  that  the  commission  would  not  change  its  present  decision.  He  fur- 


*  The  Industrial  Workers  of  the  World,  a  group  not  usually  bashful  about  accept- 
ing credit  for  a  strike,  disclaimed  having  instigated  this  one.  The  New  York  Times  re 
ported:  "Agents  of  the  Department  of  Justice,  it  was  learned,  are  paying  particulai 
attention  at  this  time  to  persons  known,  or  believed  to  be,  members,  or  in  sympathy 
with  the  IWW."  At  a  meeting  the  next  day,  the  strikers  passed  a  resolution  denounc- 
ing the  IWW. 

t  Tillett  was  quoted  a  few  days  later  as  saying  to  a  strike  meeting:  "I've  never 
feared  capitalists  in  my  life,  the  only  thing  I  fear  is  my  own  class  when  it  takes  the 
bit  in  its  teeth  and  does  some  very  radical  things."  Secretary  of  War  Newton  D.  Baker 
announced  that  troops  would  be  sent  to  work  Army  cargo,  and  Samuel  Gompers 
added  his  voice  to  criticism  of  the  strikers.  On  the  other  hand,  Thomas  A.  Edison 
spoke  to  Local  791,  telling  the  men  they  were  entitled  to  more  pay  and  suggesting  a 
50-50  profit-sharing  arrangement  if  they  were  unable  to  get  a  wage  increase. 

12 


ther  advised  the  men  that  if  the  wage  rate  were  too  high,  "floaters  will  enter 
the  work  force  and  make  a  surplus  of  labor  attracted  by  the  high  rate 
of  pay." 

Local  968  in  Brooklyn  voted  to  return  to  work  on  October  14,  and 
strike-leader  Riley  announced  he  was  sure  the  entire  port  would  be  work- 
ing by  the  end  of  the  week.  By  the  end  of  the  week  Local  791 — the  largest 
local  in  the  port — had  heard  O'Connor  and  Riley  urge  them  to  return  to 
work,  then  had  voted  overwhelmingly  to  stay  on  strike.  O'Connor's  com- 
ment on  this  action  was :  "If  every  one  of  the  40,000  longshoremen  in  the 
Port  of  New  York  vote  to  remain  out  on  strike  I  will  still  refuse  to  endorse 
or  support  their  action  in  any  manner."  The  leader  of  the  strike  committee 
commented,  "Well,  they  did  it.  Some  of  them  will  be  peddling  shoelaces 
if  they  don't  look  out." 

The  federal  government  took  a  hand  in  trying  to  settle  the  strike  on 
October  19,  when  the  secretary  of  labor  appointed  a  special  conciliation 
commission.  The  chairman  was  John  F.  Hylan,  mayor  of  New  York,  and 
the  two  other  members  were  James  L.  Hughes,  immigration  commissioner 
in  Philadelphia,  and  Paul  Vaccarelli.  The  employers — who  had  been  dis- 
creetly keeping  out  of  the  dispute — expressed  approval,  both  of  the  com- 
mission's appointment  and  its  personnel.  O'Connor  was  highly  critical  of 
both,  asserting,  "There  is  nothing  to  mediate  and  nothing  to  conciliate." 
He  also  protested  the  appointment  of  Vaccarelli.*  The  conciliation  com- 
mission was  unsuccessful  in  its  efforts  to  induce  O'Connor  to  demand  a 
rehearing  before  the  National  Adjustment  Commission,  and  when  Mayor 
Hylan  issued  a  statement  criticizing  the  ILA  officers,  O'Connor  replied, 
"The  Mayor  is  preventing  a  solution  to  the  strike." 

A  dramatic  incident  occurred  on  October  21,  when  a  group  of  interna- 
tional officers,  including  O'Connor  and  Ryan,  went  to  Hoboken  to  try  to 
persuade  the  men  there  to  go  back  to  work.  When  the  party  arrived  at  the 
Hoboken  hall,  they  were  booed  by  the  strikers,  and  after  one  of  the  visitors 
jumped  off  the  stage  and  knocked  down  a  longshoreman  who  was  coming 
toward  it,  a  riot  ensued.  The  men  "went  at  O'Connor  [and  his  group]  and 
were  handling  them  in  a  rough  manner  when  Captain  Garrick  of  the  First 
Precinct  and  Captain  Sullivan  of  the  Second  Precinct  arrived  with  police 
reserves."  Ryan  and  two  others  in  the  party  (one  of  whom  was  carrying 
a  gun)  were  arrested  for  inciting  the  riot,  the  court  commenting: 

It  is  a  serious  matter  if  Hoboken  working  men,  whether  on 
strike  or  not,  could  not  hold  a  meeting  without  having  New  York 


*  The  choice  of  Vaccarelli  as  a  conciliator  was  indeed  intriguing.  He  was  a  pre- 
cursor of  the  modern  labor  racketeer  and  had  set  up  a  dual  union — the  International 
Union  of  Riverfront,  Harbor  and  Interior  Workers — after  his  defeat  at  the  ILA  con- 
vention. The  AFL  had  refused  Vaccarelli's  petition  for  a  charter. 
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"gunmen"  and  "roughnecks"  come  over  and  try  to  break  up  the 
meeting. 

On  October  25,  O'Connor  suspended  three  locals — 866  (in  which  But- 
ler was  influential),  783,  and  908.  On  the  following  day,  the  insurgents 
— who  claimed  to  have  22,000  in  their  camp — launched  a  newspaper 
known  as  The  Loyal  Labor  Legion  Review.  Riley  countered  with  an  asser- 
tion which  was  to  become  familiar  in  subsequent  rank-and-file  revolts: 

The  entire  organization  at  the  port  still  recognizes  T.  V. 
O'Connor  as  their  leader  ...  I  talked  to  them  today.  The  men 
now  see  the  folly  of  listening  to  golden  promises  made  to  them 
by  Vaccarelli  and  Butler,  and  feel  that  Vaccarelli  and  Butler 
have  done  nothing  but  injure  them.  I  found  that  it  was  the  con- 
sensus of  opinion  among  the  men  that  they  will  return  to  work 
in  a  body  at  7  o'clock  tomorrow  morning  and  stand  up  for  their 
organization  hereafter. 

The  men  did  not  return,  and  on  October  28  the  employers  openly 
entered  the  dispute  by  announcing  that  they  would  employ  "men  willing 
to  work,  whether  union  or  non-union."  When  some  strikebreakers  were 
discovered  working  in  Jersey  City  two  days  later,  Mayor  Frank  Hague 
(the  "union  mayor"  as  he  was  then  known)  caused  police  to  remove  them 
from  the  docks  declaring,  "There  will  be  no  strikebreakers  used  in  Jersey 
City."  The  mayor's  determination  was  short-lived.  When  the  same  men 
returned  the  following  day,  they  were  not  molested. 

Finally,  on  November  6,  after  having  shut  down  the  port  for  30  days 
in  the  face  of  vigorous  opposition  from  their  union  spokesmen,  the  rank 
and  file  gave  in.  On  the  previous  day,  Butler  had  for  the  first  time  urged 
them  to  go  back,  and  Vaccarelli  had  told  them  to  return  to  work  "not  in 
a  surly  or  vindictive  spirit,  but  with  the  determination  to  give  the  employ- 
ers a  full  dollar's  worth  of  work  for  every  dollar  they  pay."  The  men 
went  back  at  the  rate  set  originally  by  the  conciliation  commission.  On 
November  21,  the  commission  held  its  scheduled  rehearing  and  raised  the 
wage  rate  another  10  cents  as  of  December  1 . 

Later  developments  indicate  that  ILA  officials  drew  two  conclusions 
from  the  1919  strike.  First,  the  successful  revolt  of  the  membership — in 
many  cases  by  official  action  of  their  locals — seems  to  have  convinced 
top  union  officials  that  the  existing  degree  of  local  autonomy  weakened 
the  union  as  a  port-wide  entity.  Second,  the  actions  of  Mayors  Hylan  and 
Hague,  and  the  authorities  in  Hoboken,  evidently  suggested  the  notion 
that  effective  control  of  the  waterfront  required  the  establishment  of  cor- 
dial relations  with  city  officials.  Mayor  Hylan's  statements  during  the  strike 
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had  been  strongly  critical  of  the  international  officers.  Speaking  as  head  of 
the  conciliation  commission,  he  had  declared: 

The  Longshoremen  say  they  are  not  making  a  living 
wage  because  of  the  high  cost  of  necessities  and  owing  to  the  fact 
that  they  are  obliged  to  go  from  one  dock  to  another  to  seek 
employment,  often  wait  many  hours,  sometimes  days,  to  secure 
work,  and  that  they  average  only  about  $28  a  week. 
The  crux  of  the  matter  seems  to  be  that  the  men  feel  that  their 
national  officers  and  members  of  the  National  Adjustment  Com- 
mission have  not  dealt  fairly  with  them  and  they  resent  the 
5-and-10  cent  award. 

The  men  informed  me  last  night  that  they  prefer  to  deal  directly 
with  their  employers  rather  than  through  the  National  Adjust- 
ment Commission,  because  of  lack  of  confidence  in  some  of  its 
personnel.* 

The  Long  Sleep 

In  the  26  years  from  1919  to  1945,  there  were  no  major  strikes  or  lock- 
outs and  the  New  York  waterfront  received  little  public  attention.  This 
was  the  period  when  the  corruption  of  the  union  was  accomplished, 
although  information  about  the  industry  and  the  union  is  so  meager  that 
it  is  impossible  to  state  precisely  when  the  process  began.21 

During  these  26  years,  only  one  significant  change  in  the  hiring  system 
occurred.  This  was  in  1921,  when  an  agreement  was  signed  setting  three 
fixed  times  for  shaping;  men  ordered  for  any  other  hours  were  to  be  noti- 
fied at  the  regular  shape;  and  those  picked  for  work  were  guaranteed  two 
hours'  pay.f  Having  gained  preference  of  employment  (in  1916)  and 
regular  shaping  times,  the  ILA  made  no  further  efforts  to  modify  hiring 
practices  in  the  port.  Whether  it  can  be  concluded  from  this  that  the 
majority  of  the  rank  and  file  were  satisfied  with  the  shape-up  in  the  1920's 
and  1930's  is  uncertain.  In  other  ports,  ILA  locals  established  alternative 


*  B.  M.  Squires,  "The  Strike  of  Longshoremen  in  the  Port  of  New  York,"  Monthly 
Labor  Review,  IX  (Dec.,  1919),  95-115.  The  author  of  this  article,  who  was  com- 
missioner of  conciliation  in  New  York  and  secretary  of  the  National  Adjustment 
Commission,  drew  different  conclusions  than  Mayor  Hylan.  In  his  analysis  of  the 
strike  Squires  attributed  the  work  stoppage  to  factionalism  and  personal  rivalry 
within  the  union. 

•^Monthly  Labor  Review,  XIV  (Jan.,  1922),  152-153.  This  agreement  also  re- 
duced wages  from  $.80  and  $1.20  to  $.65  and  $1.00.  By  1921,  T.  V.  O'Connor  had 
become  director  of  the  Marine  and  Dock  Industrial  Relations  Division  of  the  U.S. 
Shipping  Board.  In  the  board's  1922  report,  O'Connor  made  an  extraordinary  state- 
ment for  a  former  union  president.  Commenting  on  the  success  of  the  board's  policy 
in  handling  labor  relations,  he  said:  "That  we  have  been  able  within  the  past  few 
months  to  inaugurate  so  great  a  saving  in  longshore  and  marine  labor  wages  without 
serious  interruption  tends  to  justify  that  policy"  (p.  3). 
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hiring  devices.  In  Tacoma,  Washington,  Local  38-30  had  required  since 
1919  that  longshoremen  be  hired  from  the  union  hall;  in  Buffalo,  ILA 
grain  handlers  had  set  up  a  system  to  equalize  their  earnings.22  And  in 
1934,  hiring  halls  operated  jointly  by  the  ILA  locals  and  the  employers 
were  established  in  all  Pacific  Coast  ports. 

A  clue  that  some  New  York  longshoremen  were  dissatisfied  with  the 
shape-up  in  this  period  is  found  in  the  1938  testimony  of  the  representa- 
tive of  the  "Rank-and-File  Members  of  the  ILA,  Local  791"  before  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Commerce.  Stating  that  the  shape-up  created  inse- 
curity and  low  earnings,  sometimes  forcing  men  to  work  long  hours  when 
they  were  able  to  obtain  employment,  he  testified: 

Our  west  coast  brothers  enjoy  something  that  we  are  all  striv- 
ing for — job  security.  Under  their  system  there  is  no  partiality 
or  favoritism.  .  .  . 

The  great  majority  of  the  east  coast  longshoremen  are  aware 
of  the  gams  made  by  their  west  coast  brethren,  and  realize  that 
to  a  great  extent  the  conditions  under  which  we  suffer  here  on 
the  east  coast  have  been  eliminated  on  the  west  coast.  This  can 
be  proved  by  the  fact  that  numerous  ILA  locals  on  the  east  coast 
have  already  endorsed  the  west-coast  program,  among  them 
being  locals  808,  968,  800,  1195,  306,  890,  and  even  Mr. 
Ryan's  own  Local  79 1.23 

While  the  ILA  did  not  engage  in  aggressive  collective  bargaining,  the 
union  was  active  on  the  political  front.  On  the  national  level,  it  secured 
passage  in  1927  of  the  Longshoremen's  and  Harbor  Workers'  Compen- 
sation Act,  which  covered  longshoremen  injured  while  working  on  board 
ships.  Before  that  year,  only  men  working  on  the  docks  were  covered  by 
state  accident-compensation  laws. 

The  importance  of  political  action  at  the  local  level  was  not  ignored, 
however.  Quietly,  but  with  consummate  skill,  ILA  officials  established 
an  extraordinary  degree  of  political  influence,  beginning  in  the  late  1920's. 
This  seems  to  have  been  accomplished  through  the  medium  of  the  Joseph 
P.  Ryan  Association.*  The  association  originated  as  a  social  club  but  its 
annual  banquets  at  which  testimonials  of  gratitude  and  loyalty  were  tend- 
ered to  "our  great  leader,  Joseph  P.  Ryan"  came  to  perform  a  money- 
raising  as  well  as  a  political  function.  In  1931,  the  net  proceeds  of  a  Bon 


*  Ryan  was  elected  international  president  in  1927.  He  had  first  worked  as  a  long- 
shoreman on  the  Chelsea  docks  in  1912.  After  about  a  year,  he  was  injured  in  a  dock 
accident  and  was  elected  to  office  in  Local  791.  In  1915  he  became  the  local's  delegate 
to  the  New  York  District  Council  and  by  1919  he  was  an  international  vice-president. 
In  1928  he  became  president  of  the  New  York  City  Central  Trades  and  Labor  Coun- 
cil, a  position  he  held  for  a  decade.  During  most  of  the  thirties,  he  was  also  chairman 
of  the  New  York  State  Parole  Board. 
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Voyage  dinner  were  $8,000  which  provided  Ryan  with  a  trip  to  Europe 
with  his  wife,  two  daughters,  and  a  niece.24 

As  an  indication  of  the  prominent  role  the  ILA  attained  in  New  York 
politics,  the  association  was  able  to  list  as  honorary  chairmen  at  the  1931 
dinner  such  persons  as  Governor  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  former  Gover- 
nor Alfred  E.  Smith,  and  Mayor  James  J.  Walker.*  Not  only  did  the  asso- 
ciation effect  a  close  political  liaison  with  Tammany  Hall,  but  it  served 
as  a  medium  for  political  influence  on  lower  levels.  The  testimony  of  one 
of  Ryan's  critics  showed  how  far  this  had  been  carried  by  1938 : 

It  is  a  well-known  fact  that  the  Joseph  P.  Ryan  Association 
has  many  policemen  in  its  membership.  We  can  testify  here  that 
Mr.  Ryan  still  has  sufficient  influence  in  certain  police  precincts 
to  pack  his  local  meetings  with  plain-clothes  policemen  who  par- 
ticipate in  the  union  meetings,  even  to  the  extent  of  voting.25 

One  appeal  of  membership  in  the  association  to  relatively  low  paid  police- 
men was  the  opportunity  it  afforded  them  to  make  contacts  which  were 
helpful  in  getting  work  on  the  waterfront  during  their  off-duty  hours. 

It  is  not  possible  to  fix  precisely  the  point  when  the  ILA  changed  from 
a  legitimate,  if  weak,  union  (not  unlike  many  other  unions  in  the  1920's), 
into  an  organization  which  existed  largely  for  the  benefit  of  a  few  officials 
and  their  cronies,  but  the  transition  appears  to  have  coincided  roughly 
with  the  election  of  Joseph  P.  Ryan  as  international  president.  Indications 
of  a  major  change  in  the  character  of  the  union  began  to  appear  as  early  as 
1931  when  Ryan,  whose  salary  had  just  been  raised  from  $6,000  to 
$8,000,  recommended  that  local  union  funds  should  henceforth  not  be 
used  to  pay  death  benefits  (a  traditional  practice  in  most  AFL  unions) 
because  "the  men  made  good  wages  and  the  locals  needed  the  money  for 
other  purposes."28  The  significance  of  Ryan's  recommendation  can  be 
appreciated  in  the  light  of  conclusions  drawn  by  Barnes  in  1916: 

The  benefit  feature  has  been  an  important  factor  hi  attracting 
members  in  so  hazardous  a  trade.  .  .  .  Some  longshoremen 
at  the  present  time  keep  up  their  dues  after  they  have  ceased  to 
work  at  their  trade  so  that  their  families  may  receive  the  death 
benefit.27 

Although  it  did  not  receive  publicity  at  the  tune,  an  incident  which 


*  Longshoremen's  Journal  (Buffalo:  International  Longshoremen's  Association, 
1931).  Among  the  guests  at  the  1951  dinner  were  William  J.  McCormack,  an  impor- 
tant New  York  businessman  with  extensive  waterfront  interests;  Harry  Durning, 
Port  of  New  York  customs  collector;  Mayor  Vincent  Impelliteri  of  New  York;  John 
A.  Coleman,  former  chairman  of  the  board  of  governors,  New  York  Stock  Exchange; 
Thomas  J.  Curran,  secretary  of  state  of  New  York;  and  Police  Inspector  William 
McQuade.  Compass  (New  York),  Dec.  2,  1951. 
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occurred  as  early  as  1930  suggests  that  the  turning  point  had  been  reached 
then.  A  committee  of  50  citizens  had  been  appointed  to  investigate  water- 
front rackets.  Frank  Hogan,  district  attorney  of  New  York  County,  has 
summarized  the  committee's  findings: 

.  .  .  the  waterfront  was  described  as  one  of  the  most  lucra- 
tive fields  for  racketeers.  The  shape-up,  the  loading  racket  and 
other  economic  antiquities  which  have  been  regularly  exposed 
since  the  days  of  (Mayor  John  Purroy)  Mitchel  were  adjudged 
to  be  responsible  for  the  evil  conditions. 

One  member  of  the  committee  of  fifty  protested  strongly — 
in  "fairness"  as  he  put  it,  to  the  shippers  of  our  great  city.  His 
name  was  Joseph  P.  Ryan — then  and  now  the  chief  stumbling 
block  to  any  and  all  remedial  action  in  that  area.28 

In  another  area  of  the  union's  jurisdiction,  the  conduct  of  the  inter- 
national president  demonstrated  his  lack  of  identification  with  the  mem- 
bership. In  1934,  ILA  locals  on  the  West  Coast  were  engaged  in  a  coast- 
wide  strike  to  obtain  control  of  hiring  and  a  coast-wide  agreement.  Ryan 
flew  to  San  Francisco  in  the  middle  of  the  strike  and  shortly  after  his 
arrival  announced  a  settlement.  Not  only  did  his  plan  fail  to  include  the 
primary  objectives  of  the  longshoremen,  but  he  signed  it  without  referring 
it  to  the  membership.  The  men  flatly  rejected  his  efforts  and  Ryan  left  for 
the  East,  commenting,  "I've  done  all  I  can.  If  they  want  to  carry  on  this 
strike  forever  I  can't  do  anything  about  it."* 

In  1935,  Ryan  began  collecting  contributions  from  New  York  employ- 
ers "for  a  confidential  fund  to  be  used  to  fight  Communism  on  the  water- 
front." The  total  amount  of  these  contributions  is  not  known  but  the  Dan- 
iels &  Kennedy  Stevedoring  Company  made  secret  payments  of  at  least 
$1,500  a  year  to  Ryan  from  1935  to  1952.  The  existence  of  this  arrange- 
ment was  not  disclosed  to  the  union  membership,  and  Ryan  kept  the 
money  in  his  own  personal  bank  account.29 

The  true  nature  of  the  "anti-Communist  fund"  is  a  matter  for  conjec- 
ture. After  the  fund's  existence  was  exposed  by  the  Crime  Commission  in 
1953,  the  ILA  Executive  Council  offered  the  following  explanation: 

These  annual  sums  were  contributions  initiated  some  eighteen 
years  ago  by  Arthur  Kennedy,  then  president  of  Daniels  &  Ken- 
nedy, to  a  confidential  anti-Communist  fund  set  up  by  our  inter- 
national for  use  by  our  international  president  in  combating 
Communist  activity. 

These  contributions  were  started  by  Mr.  Kennedy  at  the  time 


*  Seattle  Times,  June  29,  1934.  The  West  Coast  longshoremen  remained  on  strike 
and  ultimately  secured  most  of  their  demands.  Three  years  later,  most  West  Coast 
ILA  members  withdrew  and  joined  the  newly  formed  CIO. 
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when  Harry  Bridges  and  his  Communist  allies  were  in  the  midst 
of  their  vicious  .  .  .  drive  to  capture  ...  the  maritime  in- 
dustry generally.30 

This  may  have  been  a  reference  to  an  attempt  in  1935  to  unify  West  Coast 
maritime  unions  in  the  Maritime  Federation  of  the  Pacific — an  effort  in 
which  Harry  Bridges,  then  president  of  the  San  Francisco  ILA  local,  was 
an  important  figure.*  An  alternative  explanation  would  be  that  the  em- 
ployers were  simply  including  the  international  president  in  the  group  of 
ILA  officials  to  whom,  it  was  later  discovered,  they  were  giving  sizable 
cash  amounts  to  "preserve  good  will."31  Support  for  this  view  is  found  in 
the  testimony  secured  from  employers  by  the  Crime  Commission  in  1953. 
The  president  of  Daniels  &  Kennedy,  for  example,  first  denied  attempting 
to  influence  union  policies,  but  later  conceded: 

Q.  Didn't  you  pay  that  money  for  the  purpose  of  influencing 
these  union  officials?  A.  You  might  call  it  that. 

Q.  Your  motive  was  to  pay  the  money,  and  hope  that  it  would 
keep  you  out  of  trouble?  A.  Yes,  sir.38 

The  middle  1930's  were  also  marked  by  the  appearance  on  the  water- 
front of  thugs  and  gangsters  in  substantial  numbers.  Having  gained  expe- 
rience in  strong-arm  methods  during  the  bootlegging  era,  they  were  left 
high  and  dry  by  the  repeal  of  Prohibition — if  the  metaphor  is  permitted — 
and  they  moved  onto  the  docks.  How  did  such  individuals  become  a  part 
of  the  industry?  Some  were  brought  in  by  stevedoring  companies  as  hiring 
foremen.  One  company  official  explained  his  rationale  for  this  policy: 

Yes,  our  labor  policy  is  tough.  It  has  to  be  ...  because  it 
is  a  rough,  tough  business.  Now  about  criminals  working  on  the 
docks:  this  may  sound  terrible  to  you,  but  I  don't  care  whether 
they  are  criminals  or  not,  just  so  long  as  they  don't  hurt  me.  In 
fact,  to  be  perfectly  frank,  if  I  had  a  choice  of  hiring  a  tough 
ex-convict  or  a  man  without  a  criminal  record  I  am  more  in- 
clined to  take  the  ex-con.  Know  why?  Because  if  he  is  in  a  boss 
job  he'll  keep  the  men  in  line  and  get  the  maximum  work  out 
of  them.  They'll  be  afraid  of  him.33 

In  another  case,  when  probation  officers  asked  an  official  of  the  Standard 
Fruit  and  Steamship  Company  why  the  firm  had  hired  Albert  Ackalitis, 
a  former  convict  and  waterfront  tough,  as  a  foreman,  he  answered,  "We 
would  like  to  have  20  Ackalitises.  He  gets  more  work  out  of  the  men  than 

*  The  federation  was  originally  composed  of  ten  unions,  nine  of  which  were  AFL 
affiliates.  In  1935,  the  president  of  the  federation  was  Harry  Lundeberg,  secretary- 
treasurer  of  the  Sailors'  Union  of  the  Pacific,  and  president  of  the  Seafarers'  Inter- 
national Union,  AFL. 
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anybody  else.  We're  not  interested  in  his  personal  affairs."34  The  extent  to 
which  the  employment  of  hoodlums  was  carried  by  some  firms  is  sug- 
gested by  the  following  report: 

At  least  one  stevedore  is  known  to  have  assured  himself  of  a 
sufficient  number  of  muscle  men  by  pleading  with  state  parole 
officials  to  release  200  men  from  prison  so  that  they  could  go  to 
work  for  him.  Through  collusion  with  union  officials  such  men 
were  provided  with  union  books  as  soon  as  they  were  released.33 

Another  means  of  entering  the  industry  was  through  the  union.  Over 
the  years,  many  men  whose  chief  qualifications  seemed  to  be  previous 
convictions  for  crimes  of  violence  or  their  general  reputation  for  toughness, 
were  appointed  to  important  union  positions,  despite  the  fact  that  few  of 
them  had  ever  worked  as  longshoremen.  President  Ryan  explained  the 
use  of  his  position  on  the  parole  board  in  recruiting  these  officials: 

They  talk  about  us  giving  jobs  to  men  who've  gone  wrong  and 
have  served  time.  Where  are  these  poor  devils  to  go?  Because 
a  man's  done  wrong  once,  it  don't  show  he's  a  criminal.  Why,  a 
man  can't  get  paroled  unless  somebody'll  give  him  a  job,  and 
those  are  the  very  men  who  stop  other  men  from  stealing.  Many 
times,  we've  heard  of  a  fellow  who's  got  a  record  stopping  men 
who  are  broaching  cargo.  Lay  off,  boys,  he'll  say.  That'll  go 
against  me.36 

One  example  of  such  appointees  was  Edward  McGrath,  who  shortly  after 
completing  a  prison  term  for  robbery,  felonious  assault,  and  parole  viola- 
tion, was  appointed  international  organizer  although  he  had  never  previ- 
ously worked  on  the  waterfront.  This  position  gave  McGrath  control  over 
the  important  piers  along  Manhattan's  lower  West  Side.37  Another  example 
was  Alex  Di  Brizzi,  an  ex-convict  who  was  appointed  international  organ- 
izer for  Staten  Island.  In  addition,  Di  Brizzi  became  president  of  local  920 
and  a  vice-president  of  the  ILA  Atlantic  District.  Some  years  later,  when 
he  was  asked  about  the  local's  funds,  he  testified  that  the  local  had  no  bank 
account  but  that  he  had  received  $56,175  from  the  union  in  the  previous 
five-year  period.  He  had  also  received  substantial  cash  gifts  from  stevedor- 
ing companies  during  the  same  period.  "  Still  another  Ryan  appointee  was 
Ed  Florio,  a  convicted  bootlegger,  who  was  made  international  organizer 
for  New  Jersey  and  who  dominated  Hoboken  piers  until  1952  when  he  was 
convicted  of  perjury.  While  holding  union  office,  Florio  made  $25,000 
between  1948  and  1952  operating  a  loading  concession  and  employing 
members  of  his  own  union.39 

The  third  avenue  by  which  strong-arm  men  entered  the  industry  was  by 
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forcing  their  way  in.  Their  first  penetration  came  in  the  "public  loading" 
area.  Shortly  after  World  War  I,  a  practice  peculiar  to  the  Port  of  New 
York  developed  on  the  waterfront.  Known  as  "public  loading,"  it  grew 
up  as  the  pier  areas  became  congested  and  trucks  and  wagons  were  forced 
to  wait  in  line  to  pick  up  cargo  from  the  docks.  Since  men  were  always 
available  to  help  in  the  loading,  trucking  companies  began  sending  drivers 
alone  to  the  pier  and  having  them  hire  casual  laborers  as  they  needed  them. 
Some  men  began  to  specialize  in  this  type  of  loading,  and,  in  time,  asserted 
monopoly  rights  to  certain  areas.  They  were  not  employees  of  the  steam- 
ship companies  or  stevedores  who  had  traditionally  refused  to  accept 
responsibility  for  this  necessary  service.  They  were  "public"  loaders,  that 
is,  independent  contractors  performing  a  function  similar  to  stevedores 
except  that  they  confined  themselves  to  loading  trucks  taking  goods  away 
from  the  piers.  Having  established  monopolies,  the  loaders  charged  what 
the  traffic  would  bear.  Often,  the  service  they  rendered  degenerated  into 
a  racket.  For  a  bribe,  loaders  would  service  trucks  ahead  of  their  turn  and, 
in  the  most  flagrant  cases,  would  extort  loading  charges  even  when  steve- 
dores or  the  truck  driver  himself  had  done  the  loading.  These  opportuni- 
ties for  extortion  attracted  men  to  the  waterfront  who  were  willing  to  use 
force  to  obtain  "loading  concessions"  on  the  various  piers.  As  early  as 
the  1920's,  several  murders  were  committed  in  gaining  control  of  these 
concessions.40 

Frequently,  men  who  seized  control  of  pier  areas  to  obtain  loading  con- 
cessions forced  themselves  into  positions  of  power  in  the  local  union.  This 
gave  them  a  two-fold  advantage.  They  then  had  control  over  the  local's 
treasury,  as  well  as  the  power  to  order  a  strike  on  the  pier  if  the  steamship 
company  or  stevedore  raised  objections  to  any  of  their  practices  as  public 
loaders.  This  power  was  frequently  exercised.* 

An  example  of  the  tie-in  between  control  of  a  public-loading  concession 
and  control  of  the  local  union  is  furnished  in  the  history  of  the  North  River 
piers,  which  offered  especially  lucrative  opportunities  for  the  public-load- 
ing racket  because  they  are  used  by  major  European  passenger  lines.  In 
1939,  two  murders  were  committed  to  obtain  control  of  this  area.  The 
method  by  which  the  Bowers  gang  moved  into  the  resultant  vacuum  has 


*  Some  public  loaders  became  employers  of  their  fellow  union  members  on  a 
much  larger  scale  than  Florio  in  Hoboken.  For  example,  George  Sellenthin,  Inc., 
which  did  all  the  public  loading  on  Staten  Island,  had  gross  receipts  of  close  to  two 
million  dollars  for  the  years  1947  through  1951  and  conducted  a  daily  shape-up  for 
jobs  in  its  loading  work.  Its  3 1  stockholders  were  all  ILA  members.  Fourth  Report 
of  the  New  York  State  Crime  Commission  (Port  of  New  York  Waterfront)  to  the 
Governor,  the  Attorney  General  and  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  New  York,  Leg. 
Doc.  70  (Albany:  1953),  pp.  47-48,  hereafter  cited  as  Fourth  Report  of  Crime 
Commission. 
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been  described  by  Dominick  (Joe)  Geneva,  who  was  then  a  longshoreman 
in  the  area: 

"After  the  Bandit  (Richard  Gregory)  was  knocked  off,"  said 
Joe,  "there  was  a  fight  for  power  on  the  upper  West  Side.  Sud- 
denly a  new  mob  walked  in  and  took  over.  This  was  the  Bowers 
mob,  and  I  started  paying  dues  to  those  boys.  We  got  a  member- 
ship book  for  $26,  a  cut  rate.  The  official  rate  was  $50.  The  mob 
never  put  stamps  in  our  book.  I  guess  2,000  men  paid  off  in  this 
way.  The  collector  was  Harold  Bowers,  Mickey's  cousin."41 

After  establishing  control  over  the  longshoremen,  the  gang  organized 
Allied  Stevedores,  Inc.,  which  collected  at  least  $75,000  in  the  next  two- 
and-one-half  years  by  "renting"  two  Hi-Lo  machines  to  the  firm  which 
actually  did  the  loading.  These  machines  could  have  been  purchased  new 
for  about  $1 0,000.^ 

The  extent  to  which  thugs  and  criminals  became  a  part  of  the  industry 
is  indicated  in  a  statement  in  the  final  report  of  a  state  board  of  inquiry, 
in  1951: 

The  Board  has  evidence  that  a  number  of  organizers,  public 
loaders,  hiring  bosses,  and  others  in  the  .  .  .  [union]  .  .  . 
have  substantial  criminal  records.  The  Board  can  understand 
men  working  on  the  waterfront  who  have  run  afoul  of  the  law 
and  are  in  search  of  an  opportunity  to  earn  an  honest  living  and 
to  support  their  families.  The  Board  is  concerned,  however,  with 
the  explanation  it  received  that  one  of  the  reasons  for  the  utiliza- 
tion in  key  positions  of  so  many  men  with  criminal  records  is  to 
enforce  a  strong-arm  system  for  domination  of  the  waterfront. 
For  the  most  part  such  key  positions  cannot  be  attained  without 
the  approval  or  support  of  the  .  .  .  [union] ....  Further- 
more, in  many  instances,  the  utilization  of  men  with  substantial 
criminal  records  in  positions  of  authority  cannot  prevail  unless 
condoned  by  the  business  interests  involved.43 

The  rank  and  file  might  have  been  expected  to  revolt  against  this 
strong-arm  system.  What  happened  to  one  longshoreman  who  tried  indi- 
cates why  others  did  not.  In  1937,  six  Brooklyn  locals  controlled  by  Albert 
Anastasia  were  amalgamated  without  an  election.  Pete  Panto,  a  young 
longshoreman,  led  the  opposition  to  Anastasia's  seizure  and  by  1939  had 
rallied  more  than  a  thousand  supporters  of  his  demands  for  regular  meet- 
ings and  elections  when  he  suddenly  disappeared  from  the  waterfront.  A 
year  later,  his  body  was  found  in  a  lime  pit.  District  Attorney  William 
O'Dwyer,  in  the  course  of  the  murder  investigation,  arrested  several  ILA 
officials  and  interrogated  hundreds  of  longshoremen.  He  reported  that  gun- 
men had  taken  over  the  six  locals,  looted  their  treasuries  of  hundreds  of 
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thousands  of  dollars,  and  destroyed  the  books.  Panto's  murder  was  never 
solved,  nor  were  convictions  obtained  for  the  other  crimes  described  by 
O'Dwyer.44 

During  the  course  of  his  investigation,  O'Dwyer  urged  President  Ryan 
to  clean  up  these  locals — known  as  the  Camarda  Locals — and  Ryan  gave 
his  assurance  that  reforms  would  be  carried  out.  His  failure  to  effect  any 
significant  change  in  the  clique  which  dominated  them  is  shown  below. 
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Ryan  admitted  that  the  same  group  in  control  of  the  locals  under  Albert 
Anastasia  remained  in  control  after  the  reform  but  defended  his  inaction 
by  asserting  that  he  found  "Communist  groups"  hi  the  locals  that  frustrated 
reorganization  and  made  him  fear  for  his  life.45 

District  Attorney  O'Dwyer's  tolerance  toward  waterfront  criminals  was 
shared  by  other  government  officials.  This  was  revealed  in  an  extraor- 
dinary incident  which  occurred  during  World  War  II.  Early  in  his  1948 
waterfront  series,  Malcolm  Johnson  made  the  startling  announcement: 
"It  will  be  shown  that  the  mobsters  can  exert  powerful  influence  in  high 
places,  this  influence  even  extending  to  Washington."46  He  referred  to 
John  Dunn,  a  public  loader  and  reputed  "boss  of  the  waterfront."  In  Sep- 
tember, 1941,  Dunn  and  three  accomplices  assaulted  Edward  J.  Kelly,  a 
hiring  boss  at  Pier  51,  to  force  him  to  hire  certain  longshoremen  in  the 
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shape-up.  Kelly  refused  to  be  intimidated,  and  Dunn  then  forced  a  strike 
at  the  pier  causing  a  British  freighter  to  miss  two  convoys  to  England.  Soon 
after,  Dunn  was  sentenced  for  the  Kelly  beating  to  an  indeterminate  term 
up  to  three  years  in  the  penitentiary. 

Early  in  1942,  New  York  City  Councilman  Powell  urged  Dunn's  parole, 
stating  that  he  was  doing  so  at  the  request  of  some  of  Dunn's  friends,  and 
Congressman  Tinkham  of  Massachusetts  also  interceded  on  his  behalf. 
Dunn  was  paroled  in  1942,  but  was  recommitted  on  January  25,  1943, 
after  he  violated  his  parole.  Four  days  later,  an  official  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment hi  Washington  called  the  warden  at  Rikers  Island  Prison,  urging 
Dunn's  release,  and  on  February  1  Lt.  Col.  Charles  E.  Martin,  the  chief 
of  the  U.S.  Army  Transportation  Corps,  Industrial  Relations  Division; 
Major  John  J.  Lane  of  the  Washington  headquarters  of  the  Transportation 
Corps;  and  John  Bridge,  a  high  civilian  official  of  the  Transportation  Corps 
made  a  trip  from  Washington  to  New  York  to  intercede  for  Dunn.  Again, 
on  February  3,  Col.  Frederick  C.  Horner,  another  Transportation  Corps 
officer,  wrote  the  New  York  State  parole  board  urging  Dunn's  release  on 
the  grounds  that  he  was  "necessary  to  the  war  effort."47  When  Mayor 
La  Guardia  discovered  what  was  going  on,  he  scotched  the  efforts  of  the 
Army  officials  by  explaining  the  true  nature  of  the  case  to  Secretary  of 
War  Stimson  who  ordered  them  to  cease  intervening  on  Dunn's  behalf. 
Dunn  was  eventually  released  from  Rikers  Island  and  returned  to  the 
waterfront.  In  1949,  he  was  executed  for  murdering  Anthony  Hintz,  a 
hiring  foreman  who,  like  Kelly,  refused  to  pick  Dunn's  nominees  in  the 
shape-up.48 

Public-loading  concessions  attracted  numerous  individuals  of  Dunn's 
type,  and  by  1942  public-loading  charges  had  become  so  arbitrary  that 
the  New  York  trucking  industry  became  concerned  about  the  possibility 
of  a  serious  loss  of  business,  since  importers  and  exporters — who  ulti- 
mately pay  the  loading  charges — were  threatening  to  divert  their  freight 
to  other  ports.  Now  that  their  own  interests  had  become  directly  involved, 
the  trucking  concerns  appealed  to  Ryan  for  relief.  After  a  series  of  meet- 
ings, a  Truck  Loading  Authority  was  set  up  in  February,  1943,  and  a 
schedule  of  rates  established.  The  Authority's  functions  were  to  police  the 
agreement,  hear  complaints  of  truckers  or  loaders,  and  negotiate  changes 
in  rates  through  a  committee  of  five  ILA  members  and  five  representatives 
of  the  truckers.49  The  agreement  specifically  excluded  jurisdiction  over  the 
unloading  of  trucks,  which  was  supposed  to  be  a  province  of  the  Teamsters 
Union.  This  did  not  deter  the  public  loaders  from  demanding  to  unload 
trucks,  but  merely  left  unloading  operations  unsupervised.50 

Like  other  reforms  in  the  port,  the  establishment  of  the  Authority  did 
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not  really  solve  the  problem  and,  in  1947,  the  Motor  Carriers'  Association 
unilaterally  began  urging  its  members  not  to  pay  more  than  the  loading 
rates  specified  in  the  schedule.  In  the  following  year,  shippers  began  sub- 
mitting complaints  of  unreasonable  charges  to  the  Port  of  New  York 
Authority.  After  a  considerable  volume  of  such  complaints  had  been  filed, 
the  city  administration  decided  to  take  action.  The  shipping  companies — 
that  is,  the  lessees  of  the  city-owned  piers  where  public  loaders  operated — 
were  asked  to  accept  responsibility  for  loading,  or  to  designate  the  public 
loaders  for  their  piers.  The  shipping  companies  refused  to  do  either,  claim- 
ing that  the  loaders  were  independent  contractors,  and  urged  the  city  to 
license  them.  They  were  finally  persuaded  to  designate  the  loaders  on  their 
piers  when  the  city  threatened  not  to  renew  their  pier  leases,  but  they  merely 
named  the  loaders  who,  by  a  process  of  squatters'  rights,  had  previously 
established  concessions  on  the  piers.  Ryan  then  issued  an  ILA  charter  for 
Local  1757,  known  as  the  "loaders'  local,"  which  began  negotiating  con- 
tracts with  the  Motor  Carriers'  Association.  None  of  these  maneuvers 
resulted  in  any  meaningful  change,  and  the  cost  and  inconvenience  of 
public  loading  remained  an  important  cause  of  the  diversion  of  cargo  from 
New  York  to  other  Atlantic  ports.* 

While  the  industry  in  the  port  was  focusing  its  attention  on  the  public- 
loading  problem,  the  federal  government  during  World  War  II  was  con- 
cerning itself  with  the  over-all  efficiency  of  the  harbor  as  it  related  to  the 
war  effort.  In  1943,  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  War  Mobilization  studied 
hiring  practices  in  New  York  and  other  United  States  ports.  Its  report 
contained  the  following  indictment  of  the  shape-up: 

Labor  is  much  more  fully  utilized  on  the  west  coast  than  on 
the  east  coast.  There  are  three  times  as  many  longshoremen  in 
New  York  than  in  San  Francisco,  while  the  tonnage  handled  in 


*  Complaints  Regarding  Public  Loaders  on  Piers  in  New  York  Harbor  (a  mimeo- 
graphed statement  submitted  by  Walter  Hedden,  director  of  port  development,  Port 
of  New  York  Authority,  to  the  board  of  inquiry  investigating  the  1951  waterfront 
strike).  Joseph  M.  Adelizzi,  co-chairman  with  Ryan  of  the  ineffectual  Truck  Loading 
Authority,  differed  with  the  Port  Authority  as  to  the  seriousness  of  public  loading 
when  he  testified  before  the  Crime  Commission  in  January,  1953.  After  Adelizzi 
stated  that  the  union  had  brought  about  uniformity  in  services  and  fees  among  public 
loaders  and  unloaders,  he  was  asked,  "These  public  loaders  exercise  the  power  to 
make  you  hire  them  whether  you  need  them  or  not?"  Adelizzi  responded,  "Yes,  but  I 
don't  think  their  charges  are  unduly  high."  He  conceded,  however,  that  loaders 
caused  delays  in  pier  trucking.  New  York  Times,  Jan.  21,  1953.  When  he  testified 
again  in  June  of  that  year,  this  time  on  behalf  of  the  Empire  State  Highway  Trans- 
portation Association,  he  urged  that  "public  loaders  as  such  should  be  eliminated, 
that  the  services  provided  by  them  should  be  taken  over  by  the  steamship  companies." 
See  Record  of  the  Public  Hearings  Held  by  Governor  Thomas  E.  Dewey  on  the 
Recommendations  of  the  New  York  State  Crime  Commission  for  Remedying  Con- 
ditions on  the  Waterfront  of  the  Port  of  New  York  (New  York:  1953),  p.  193, 
hereafter  cited  as  the  Dewey  Hearings. 
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New  York  is  nowhere  near  triple  the  San  Francisco  tonnage. 
.  .  .  Men  [in  New  York]  are  hired  each  day  by  the  traditional 
"shape-up"  system,  and  their  tenure  is  by  the  hour.  There  is  no 
mechanism  by  which  men  who  "shape"  at  one  pier,  but  are  not 
hired,  are  shifted  to  another  pier.  Thus  there  are  "shortages" 
of  men  at  some  piers,  while  at  others  men  are  turned  away.  The 
shape-up  system  of  hiring  is  wasteful  and  inefficient;  it  has  been 
condemned  for  over  30  years;  it  should  be  tolerated  no  longer.51 

As  they  had  all  previous  reform  proposals,  the  parties  disregarded  the 
subcommittee's  recommendations. 

The  year  1943  was  significant  in  another  respect — the  ILA  decided 
to  dispense  with  the  practice  of  reelecting  its  president  every  four  years 
and  elected  Joseph  P.  Ryan  to  the  office  of  international  president  "for 
life."  In  1943,  the  fate  of  the  New  York  waterfront  appeared  to  be  sealed. 
Despite  occasional  complaints  from  federal  and  local  officials,  some  busi- 
ness men  in  the  area,  and  a  few  private  groups,  the  New  York  Shipping 
Association  and  the  ILA  hierarchy  seemed  destined  to  prolong  indefinitely 
their  pattern — already  24  years  old — of  mutual  cooperation  and  cordiality, 
coupled  with  complete  disregard  for  the  interests  of  the  rank  and  file  and 
the  public. 

But  two  years  later  a  different  protest,  and  one  which  could  not  be 
ignored,  was  registered  when  all  longshoremen  in  the  port  walked  off  their 
jobs  in  the  first  major  strike  since  1919.  Like  that  earlier  strike,  this  was 
a  spontaneous  walkout  and  was  vigorously  opposed  by  the  union  hierarchy. 
Although  the  two  strikes  were  similar  in  a  number  of  respects,  there  were 
also  significant  differences.  In  1919,  ILA  officials  had  what  many  believed 
to  be  a  completely  legitimate  issue  on  which  to  base  their  opposition  to  the 
men's  action — their  belief  that  the  union's  participation  in  the  National 
Adjustment  Commission  obligated  them  to  accept  rulings  of  the  commis- 
sion. In  1945,  the  opposition  of  union  officials  could  only  be  interpreted  as 
an  effort  to  protect  the  intricate  and  mutually  rewarding  structure  which 
had  grown  up  among  union  officials,  hoodlums,  and  employers.  In  the 
earlier  walkout,  the  union  was  still  reasonably  democratic,  and  the  men 
could  have  waited  for  a  rehearing  of  their  grievances  by  the  commission. 
By  1945,  denied  meaningful  participation  in  union  affairs,  the  long- 
shoremen could  express  their  dissatisfaction  only  by  direct  action. 

The  1945  Strike 

The  collective  agreement  between  the  ILA  and  NYSA  expired  on  Septem- 
ber 30,  1945.  In  his  customary  fashion,  Ryan  announced  on  October  1 
that  he  had  negotiated  a  "fine  new  contract,"  providing  for  an  increase  of 
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10  cents  an  hour,  a  40-hour  week,  and  a  few  minor  changes  in  working 
conditions.  That  afternoon,  1,500  members  of  Local  791  voted  with  their 
feet,  rejecting  the  contract  by  walking  off  their  jobs.  Within  three  days  the 
entire  port  was  shut  down.  At  the  outset,  no  one  knew  what  the  central 
issue  was,  although  Ryan's  failure  to  obtain  a  2,240-pound  limit  on  sling 
loads  was  mentioned  by  some  strikers  as  the  initial  cause  of  the  walk- 
out. (It  was  reported  that  rope  cargo  slings  were  being  sometimes  loaded 
with  as  much  as  7,000  pounds.)  As  the  strike  continued,  demands  were 
voiced  that  the  number  of  men  in  a  gang  be  increased  and  that  the  num- 
ber of  shape-ups  be  reduced  to  two  per  day  by  dropping  the  evening  shape. 

The  walkout,  which  in  the  beginning  had  no  central  leadership,  re- 
mained port-wide  despite  Ryan's  almost  daily  statements — reminiscent  of 
similar  statements  by  O'Connor  in  1919 — that  he  was  certain  the  strike 
would  end  the  following  morning.  The  New  York  District  Council  went 
through  the  motions  of  voting  to  return  to  work,  but  the  rank  and  file 
ignored  their  actions.  Meeting  at  first  in  vacant  lots,  later  hi  public  build- 
ings rented  for  the  occasion,  the  men  elected  a  committee  to  carry  on  nego- 
tiations with  the  shipowners.  For  the  first  eleven  days,  the  leaders  of  the 
revolt  remained  incognito  because  they  were  afraid  of  physical  retalia- 
tion by  ILA  officials. 

In  accordance  with  the  pattern  developed  many  years  earlier,  the  em- 
ployers remained  on  the  sidelines  waiting  for  the  ILA  heirarchy  to  resume 
control.  Calling  attention  to  the  many  years  of  bargaining  without  inter- 
ruption, J.  V.  Lyon,  chairman  of  the  NYSA,  stated: 

At  no  time  in  the  history  of  collective  bargaining  between  the 
representatives  of  the  employers  and  of  the  employees  of  this 
port,  has  there  been  a  stoppage  of  work  once  their  respective 
committees  had  agreed  orally  on  the  terms  of  renewal. 

On  the  eighth  day  of  the  strike,  again  following  the  example  of  O'Con- 
nor who  had  blamed  the  1919  strike  on  the  "IWW  and  the  Bolsheviki," 
Ryan  began  charging  that  "outside  influences  are  fostering  the  strike."* 
Attempting  to  start  a  back-to-work  movement,  Ryan  appeared  at  a  meet- 
ing of  the  strikers  in  Brooklyn  two  days  later  but  was  booed,  hissed,  and 
shouted  off  the  stage  by  2,500  insurgent  Brooklyn  members — just  as  he 
and  O'Connor  had  been  booed  and  shouted  off  a  Hoboken  stage  in  1919. 

Not  until  the  strike  was  in  its  tenth  day  did  Ryan  concede  it  was  perma- 
nent and  accept  the  assistance  of  the  U.S.  Conciliation  Service.  After  John 


*  Gene  Sampson,  business  agent  of  Local  791,  who  was  regarded  by  the  New 
York  press  as  the  champion  of  the  rank  and  file  and  a  rival  of  President  Ryan, 
assured  reporters  that  this  was  not  a  reference  to  a  statement  of  support  offered  to 
the  insurgents  by  the  National  Maritime  Union  (CIO). 
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A.  Burke,  federal  conciliator  assigned  to  the  dispute,  had  toured  the  docks 
and  talked  with  the  strikers,  the  New  York  Times  reported,  "Mr.  Burke 
said  he  got  the  impression  that  the  membership  had  lost  confidence  in  its 
leaders."  On  the  same  day,  Ryan  repeated  his  charge  that  outside  influ- 
ences were  preventing  a  return  to  work  but  again  failed  to  identify  them. 
This  time,  however,  Gene  Sampson  asserted  that  the  influences  were 
"Communists."  Despite  his  earlier  denial,  this  was  interpreted  by  the  press 
as  a  reference  to  the  action  of  two  CIO  unions — the  Marine  Cooks  and 
Stewards  and  the  National  Maritime  Union — which  had  distributed  leaf- 
lets on  the  waterfront  urging  the  ILA  rank  and  file  to  "Stay  in  the  AFL 
and  fight  for  your  rights."  On  the  other  hand,  the  AFL  Central  Trades  and 
Labor  Council  of  Greater  New  York,  the  New  York  State  Federation  of 
Labor,  and  the  eastern  representative  of  the  AFL,  supported  the  ILA 
hierarchy. 

After  the  strike  had  been  under  way  for  two  weeks,  Mayor  La  Guardia 
proposed  an  election  "in  which  all  longshoremen  in  the  port  of  New  York 
could  have  their  choice  of  two  factions,  the  insurgents  or  the  present  ILA 
officials."  The  insurgents — whose  leaders  were  now  out  in  the  open — 
accepted  this  suggestion;  the  employers  declined  to  comment;  and  Ryan, 
reacting  as  O'Connor  had  to  Mayor  Hylan's  conciliation  efforts  in  1919, 
characterized  it  as  "the  silliest  thing  I  ever  heard  of."  Various  AFL  bodies 
in  the  area  sharply  criticized  the  mayor  for  interfering  in  the  union's  inter- 
nal affairs. 

A  few  longshoremen  began  straggling  back  to  work  on  October  1 6,  the 
number  increased  the  following  day,  and  on  October  1 8  the  walkout  ended. 
When  the  leader  of  the  insurgents — a  young  longshoreman  named  William 
Warren — shaped  for  work  in  Brooklyn  the  next  morning,  he  was  assaulted 
and  beaten,  as  were  some  newspaper  reporters  who  attempted  to  defend 
him.  Later  in  the  day,  Ryan  announced  that  Warren  had  been  expelled 
from  the  ILA  for  "failure  to  pay  dues,"  and  another  potential  leader  of 
rank-and-file  revolt  was  eliminated  from  the  waterfront. 

ILA  officials  and  employers  resumed  negotiations,  but  agreement  was 
prevented  by  the  employers'  refusal  to  limit  sling  loads  and  to  increase  the 
number  of  men  in  longshore  gangs.  The  parties  decided  to  arbitrate  the 
dispute  and  William  H.  Davis  was  appointed  arbitrator.  He  handed  down 
his  decision  on  December  31,  1945.  The  award  granted  a  wage  increase 
of  25  cents  an  hour  (15  cents  more  than  Ryan's  original  settlement); 
reduction  of  the  work  week  to  40  hours  (Ryan's  original  settlement) ;  a 
minimum  of  four  hours'  pay  when  men  were  picked  for  work  (a  new  gain, 
not  mentioned  in  the  original  settlement) ;  two  shape-ups  per  day  instead 
of  three  (a  new  gain);  paid  vacations  for  men  who  had  worked  1,350 
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hours  in  the  previous  year  (a  new  gain).  The  men's  request  for  a  limita- 
tion on  the  size  of  sling  loads — the  initial  cause  of  the  strike — was  denied, 
as  was  their  demand  for  an  increase  in  the  size  of  gangs.  The  shape-up  had 
not  been  in  dispute,  but  Davis'  award  contained  the  following  obiter 
dictum: 

The  members  of  the  New  York  Shipping  Association  and  the 
Longshoremen  are  in  basic  agreement  that  the  shape  system  of 
hiring  should  be  maintained  in  the  Port  of  New  York,  in  prefer- 
ence to  the  system  of  rotation  through  hiring  halls.  They  agree 
that  the  inconveniences  of  this  system  are  more  than  offset  by 
its  advantages.  They  also  agree  in  a  mutual  desire  to  minimize 
the  inconvenience  of  the  "shape-up"  system  wherever  that  de- 
sirable purpose  can  be  reconciled  with  the  fact  that  the  longer 
you  spread  the  time  from  the  moment  of  actual  hiring,  to  the 
time  when  the  man  returns  to  work,  the  greater  the  risk  he  takes 
of  unexpected  happenings  and  uncertain  weather  conditions.52 

The  1945  strike  was  significant  for  several  reasons.  For  the  first  time 
in  26  years,  the  rank  and  file  had  attempted  a  concerted  revolt  which,  to 
be  sure,  was  a  rebellion  against  their  working  conditions  and  their  em- 
ployers, but  perhaps  more  than  either  of  these,  an  insurrection  against 
their  own  officials  and  corrupt  practices  in  their  union.  Opposed  by  other 
AFL  bodies,  and  with  negligible  support  from  outside,  the  longshoremen 
found  that  direct  action  could  be  effective.  The  advances  obtained  through 
the  strike  were  substantial — indeed,  the  men  not  only  secured  a  much 
larger  wage  increase  than  their  representatives  had  accepted,  but  also  the 
first  change  in  the  shape-up  since  1921. 

Apparently  alarmed  by  the  implications  of  the  revolt,  Ryan  attempted 
to  redress  some  of  the  men's  grievances  by  undertaking  reforms  within 
the  union.  He  and  the  union  attorney,  Louis  Waldman,  sent  a  letter  to 
all  New  York  ILA  locals  directing  them  to  hold  regular  meetings  and 
regular  elections  of  officers,  and  to  maintain  books  which  could  be  quickly 
audited.  Later  investigations  revealed  the  extent  to  which  union  officials 
complied  with  these  directives  from  their  president  and  the  union's  legal 
counsel.  Charles  Spencer  can  serve  as  an  example.  Spencer  was  secretary- 
treasurer  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  District,  president  of  Local  901-1,  secre- 
tary-treasurer and  business  agent  of  Local  866,  and  a  salaried  "adviser" 
of  the  port  watchmen's  local.  He  testified  (in  1951)  that  Local  866  had 
held  no  elections  since  1935,  had  held  one  meeting  in  1945,  one  in  1948, 
and  another  in  1951  (each  the  year  of  a  major  strike).*  He  testified  (in 
1953)  as  follows: 


*  After  Spencer  had  been  interrogated  by  public  officials  in  these  hearings,  the 
union  attorney  cross-examined  his  own  client.  The  unusual  line  of  questioning  pur- 

(Note  continued  on  following  page.) 
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Q.  Did  you  keep  any  disbursements  books?         A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  keep  any  record  of  any  expenditures  that  were 
made?  A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  keep  any  daily  record  of  receipts  of  dues  from  its 
members?  A.  No,  sir. 


Q.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Spencer,  to  be  brutally  frank  about 
it,  what  you  did  with  the  money  of  that  union  that  was  left  over 
after  paying  expenses  was  to  put  it  in  your  own  pocket,  isn't  that 
right?  A.  That's  right.53 

Similar  testimony  was  obtained  from  numerous  other  officials,  and  it  was 
clear  that  Ryan's  1945  "clean  up"  attempt  was  as  unsuccessful  as  had  been 
his  attempt  to  reform  the  Camarda  locals  in  1940. 

The  1947  Strike 

For  the  rest  of  the  maritime  industry — indeed,  for  the  country  as  a  whole 
— 1946  was  a  year  of  hectic  and  prolonged  strike  activity  as  labor  relations 
returned  to  a  peacetime  basis,  but  New  York  longshoremen  stayed  on  the 
job.  As  the  time  for  renewal  of  the  agreement  approached  in  1947,  how- 
ever, the  wage-scale  committee  of  the  union  formulated  a  set  of  demands 
which  were  remarkably  more  ambitious  than  had  been  customary  on  the 
New  York  waterfront.  The  union  demanded  a  wage  increase  of  25  cents 
an  hour,  a  more  liberal  vacation  allowance,  an  employer-supported  wel- 
fare fund,  and  a  guarantee  of  eight  hours'  work  when  picked  in  the  shape- 
up.  One  other  issue  was  involved  in  the  negotiations.  Earlier  in  the  year, 
the  Taft-Hartley  Act  had  been  passed.  The  new  law  prohibited  collective- 
bargaining  agreements  which  gave  preference  in  employment  to  union 
members  but  it  contained  a  proviso  that  such  agreements,  if  signed  before 
August  22,  1947,  would  be  permitted  for  one  year.  When  it  was  learned, 
two  days  before  the  August  deadline,  that  Ryan  was  planning  to  accept 
the  employers'  offer  of  a  10-cent  increase  and  to  abandon  all  other  de- 


sued  by  Waldman  apparently  grew  out  of  the  attorney's  annoyance  that  his  directive 
of  six  years  earlier  had  not  been  obeyed.  For  example: 

Q.         Mr.  Spencer,  as  an  official  for  the  District  Council,  an  impor- 
tant official,  don't  you  regard  the  absence  of  a  meeting  by  your  local  as 
rather  setting  a  bad  example  to  other  locals  where  representatives  rise 
as  high  in  the  official  family  of  the  ILA? 
A.        Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  feel  that  conduct  by  a  local  official,  whatever  the  excuse 
may  appear  to  be  in  not  holding  a  meeting  for  a  long  period  of  time,  casts 
a  bad  reflection  on  the  ILA  and  its  governing  body? 

A.         I  know  that  now. 

Transcript  of  Hearings  before  the  [New  York  State]  Board  of  Inquiry  into  the  Long- 
shoremen's Situation  (New  York:  1951),  10th  Session. 
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mands  in  order  to  preserve  the  preference  in  employment  language  in  the 
agreement,  members  of  Local  791  walked  off  the  job.  Locals  895  and  1258 
followed  their  lead  the  next  day.54 

The  reaction  of  ILA  officials  and  the  press  to  the  walkout  was  markedly 
different  from  what  it  had  been  in  1945.  Ryan  absented  himself  from  his 
office  and  was  not  seen  there  or  on  the  waterfront  at  any  time  during  the 
six-day  work  stoppage  which  ensued.  The  press,  which  in  1945  had  taken 
at  face  value  his  daily  statements  that  the  men  would  not  persevere  in  their 
strike,  treated  this  walkout  with  respect.  The  employers  indicated  a  fear 
that  the  strike  would  spread  over  the  entire  port  as  it  had  in  1945,  but 
they  saw  a  basis  for  optimism: 

The  principal  hope  for  a  return  to  work  today  [lies]  in  the 
fact  that  by  working  and  signing  today,  the  ILA  workers  would 
gain  advantages  not  allowed  after  the  labor  law  deadline. 

The  agreement  negotiated  by  Ryan  was  signed  just  a  few  minutes  before 
the  deadline  with  the  three  locals,  involving  about  3,000  men,  still  striking 
in  protest.  Walter  B.  Holt,  first  vice-president,  signed  for  the  ILA  since 
Ryan  was  still  unavailable. 

The  strike  appeared  to  be  spreading  to  Brooklyn  when  six  locals  in  that 
section  walked  out  after  a  group  of  150  men  toured  their  area  urging  them 
to  quit  work.  These  locals  were  persuaded  to  return  the  same  day  by 
Joseph  Moriarty,  business  agent  and  secretary  of  Local  1 195,  and  an  Inter- 
national vice-president.  Moriarty  offered  the  usual  "official"  explanation 
of  the  brief  work  stoppage: 

The  men  now  know  that  they  have  been  fooled.  It  was  com- 
munistic all  the  way.  I  spoke  to  one  of  the  stevedores  and  he  told 
me  there  were  not  two  longshoremen  in  the  group  of  150  men 
who  called  our  men  out. 

From  the  beginning,  the  protest  was  destined  to  fail.  Except  for  an 
expression  of  moral  support  from  the  National  Maritime  Union,  the 
insurgents  were  faced  with  disapproval  on  all  sides.  On  the  third  day,  Gene 
Sampson  joined  the  other  ILA  officials  in  urging  the  men  to  accept  the 
contract.  On  August  26,  Local  791  voted  to  return  to  work  and  the  strike 
ended.  Later  that  day,  Ryan  reappeared  at  his  office  where  he  commented 
to  newsmen,  "I  am  glad  the  men  took  the  ballot  vote.  That  certainly  ought 
to  settle  it,  because  the  majority  rules." 

After  a  quarter  century  of  labor-management  peace,  the  occurrence  of 
two  wildcat  strikes  within  two  years  indicated  that  the  system  by  which 
the  ILA  rank  and  file  were  kept  under  control  was  weakening.  The  union 
officials  showed  their  awareness  of  this  change  by  their  behavior  in  the 
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next  strike,  which  came  one  year  later  and  which  provided  an  eloquent 
testimonial  to  the  hierarchy's  respect  for  the  new-found  power  of  an 
aroused  membership.  For  the  first  time  in  the  ILA's  32  years  of  collective 
bargaining  in  the  port,  a  major  strike  was  to  be  declared  official. 

The  1948  Strike 

As  the  date  for  renewal  of  the  contract  approached  in  1948,  it  appeared 
that  the  parties  would  not  be  able  to  agree  on  a  new  contract — a  situation 
unique  in  their  collective-bargaining  history.  President  Truman  invoked 
the  national-emergency  provisions  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  and  appointed 
a  board  of  inquiry  to  ascertain  whether  a  strike  was  impending  and,  if  so, 
the  causes  of  the  dispute.55  The  board  reported  on  August  1 8  that  the  union 
was  demanding  an  increase  of  50  cents  an  hour,  but  that  the  main  obstacle 
to  agreement  was  the  union's  insistence  on  the  application  of  the  recent 
Supreme  Court  decision  concerning  the  payment  of  "overtime  on  over- 
time."56 Since  a  work  stoppage  seemed  probable,  the  U.S.  attorney  general 
secured  an  80-day  injunction  which  postponed  any  strike  action  until 
November. 

The  National  Labor  Relations  Board  then  made  preparations  to  conduct 
a  vote  among  ILA  members  in  the  port  on  the  employers'  last  offer.57  The 
NLRB  was  faced  with  a  difficult  problem  in  deciding  who  would  be  eligible 
to  vote,  since  no  one — including  the  ILA  officials — seemed  to  know  who 
the  regular  longshoremen  were.  The  board  initially  decided  that  the  voting 
unit  would  include  "All  employees  covered  by  the  General  Cargo  Agree- 
ment .  .  .  who  were  on  the  vacation  list  for  the  year  ending  September 
30,  1947,  and  who  remained  on  such  vacation  list  for  the  quarter  ending 
June  30,  1948."  Upon  announcing  this  criterion,  the  NLRB  was  immedi- 
ately informed  that  a  large  number  of  union  members  had  not  worked 
the  900  hours  necessary  to  place  them  on  the  vacation  list  in  that  period 
and  would  consequently  be  ineligible  to  vote.  The  voting  unit  was  then 
changed  to  include  "all  those  who  have  worked  in  the  Shipping  Industry  in 
this  area  since  June  1st,  1948,  and  are  still  available  for  such  employment." 
Even  on  this  basis,  only  12,664  longshoremen  in  the  port  were  eligible 
to  vote.58 

The  National  Labor  Relations  Board  conducted  the  vote  on  the  employ- 
ers' last  offer  on  November  4  and  5.  This  was  a  modest  offer,  indeed.  In 
substance,  the  employers  proposed  to  reduce  the  vacation  eligibility  re- 
quirement from  1,350  to  1,250  hours.  The  wage  rate  was  to  remain 
unchanged  for  one  year,  but  they  offered  to  reopen  the  wage  issue  for 
negotiation  in  August,  1949.  The  thorny  overtime-on-overtime  issue  was 
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no  longer  in  dispute.  It  had  been  disposed  of  during  the  injunction  period 
when  ILA  officials  had  cooperated  with  the  employers  in  working  out  a 
special  arrangement  with  the  government  exempting  the  industry  from 
the  Supreme  Court's  decision.59  Voting  on  this  offer  gave  ILA  members 
what  was  probably  their  first  experience  with  orderly  balloting  procedures 
since  the  1920's.  The  NLRB  required  that  men  vote  only  in  their  own 
local  union  offices,  and  board  officials  supervised  the  secret  balloting.  To 
qualify  for  a  ballot,  longshoremen  were  required  to  present  their  union- 
dues  book  and  social-security  card.  The  employers'  offer  was  rejected  by 
a  vote  of  10,623  to  698. 

Union  officials  immediately  resumed  negotiations  with  the  employers 
and  announced  on  December  8  (the  date  on  which  the  80-day  injunction 
terminated)  that  a  new  agreement  had  been  reached.  Declaring,  "we've 
got  a  very  fine  agreement  and  we  are  going  to  recommend  strongly  to  the 
membership  that  it  accept  it,"  Ryan  announced  that  it  provided  for  a 
10-cent  wage  increase  (a  10-cent  improvement  over  the  employers'  offer) , 
a  one-year  agreement  (an  improvement  from  the  union's  point  of  view), 
a  1,250-hour  eligibility  requirement  for  vacations  (the  employers'  offer), 
and  a  guarantee  of  four  hours'  pay  when  picked  in  the  shape-up  (a  con- 
dition established  by  the  1945  arbitration  award) . 

Rejecting  these  almost  imperceptible  gains  as  soon  as  they  were  an- 
nounced, the  members  of  Local  791  struck.  Their  business  agent,  Gene 
Sampson,  had  been  one  of  three  members  of  the  negotiating  committee 
to  vote  against  the  new  agreement,  and  he  presumably  endorsed  the  men's 
action.  Early  the  next  day,  Ryan  was  quoted  as  saying  he  would  be  very 
surprised  if  the  membership  failed  to  accept  the  contract.  Significantly, 
however,  he  hedged  by  adding  that  "propagandists  and  disruptive  elements 
have  been  peddling  their  stuff  on  the  waterfront."  Later  in  the  day,  he 
informed  reporters  that  he  understood  the  majority  of  the  locals  were 
voting  against  the  agreement.  By  the  next  morning,  half  the  port  was  idle. 

Four  days  later,  Ryan  announced  that  the  New  York  locals,  as  well  as 
those  in  other  Atlantic  Coast  ports,  had  been  nearly  unanimous  in  voting 
against  the  agreement,  and  he  declared  the  strike,  which  was  now  coast- 
wide,  to  be  "official."  He  announced  his  intention  to  resume  the  original 
demand  for  a  50-cent  increase,  and  stated  that  he  was  also  demanding  an 
employer-financed  welfare  fund.  This  about-face  was  attributed  by  steam- 
ship officials  "to  the  long-standing  feud  between  Mr.  Ryan  and  the  so- 
called  pretender  to  the  'Ryan  throne,'  John  J.  (Gene)  Sampson." 

A  curious  incident  occurred  on  November  15,  when  about  800  long- 
shoremen met  at  Manhattan  Center  to  discuss  the  Supreme  Court's  over- 
time decision.  As  the  men  approached  the  meeting,  they  were  confronted 
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by  a  picket  line  which  turned  out  to  consist  of  Ryan  and  about  one  hun- 
dred officials  of  other  AFL  unions,  who  were  distributing  leaflets  asserting 
that  "the  meeting  has  been  called  by  the  Communist  Party  to  seek  control 
of  the  ILA  and  to  sabotage  the  Marshall  Plan." 

As  the  strike  progressed,  it  became  clear  that  both  the  employers  and 
union  officials  expected  the  government  to  intervene,  perhaps  by  setting 
up  a  fact-finding  board  with  power  to  make  recommendations,  and  they 
seemed  to  be  waiting  for  the  government  to  rescue  them.  Ryan  commented, 
hopefully,  "Well,  the  President  will  surely  have  to  get  into  it.  This  is  a  na- 
national  calamity.  This  harbor  will  clam  up  tight,  even  without  a  picket 
line.  We  realize  this  has  to  be  settled  sometime."  The  extent  of  the  gov- 
ernment's assistance  was  to  send  Cyrus  Ching,  director  of  the  United  States 
Conciliation  Service,  to  help  the  parties  reach  a  settlement.  On  November 
24,  the  parties  announced  that  still  another  agreement  had  been  reached, 
this  one  providing  for  a  13-cent  wage  increase,  a  welfare  fund  (the  details 
of  which  would  be  worked  out  by  the  parties),  and  one  week's  vacation 
for  800  hours  worked  (two  weeks  for  1,350  hours) .  The  ILA  negotiating 
committee  cautiously  sent  this  agreement  to  the  membership  without  rec- 
ommendation, and  Ryan  refused  to  predict  how  the  men  would  vote  on  it. 
The  contract  was  overwhelmingly  accepted,  and  the  1 8-day  strike  ended 
on  November  26.  Sampson  was  reported  to  have  urged  acceptance  of  the 
new  contract,  and  only  five  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  locals — four  of  them  in 
Brooklyn — voted  to  reject  it. 

The  significance  of  the  1948  strike  could  hardly  be  overemphasized. 
For  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  the  ILA,  officers  of  the  international 
union  had  declared  a  strike  of  the  membership  to  be  "official."  This  recog- 
nition, plus  the  emergence  of  a  respectable  opposition  leader,*  demon- 
strated that  the  locus  of  power  was  definitely  shifting.  The  1948  strike  was 
also  significant  in  that  it  firmly  established  a  pattern  by  which  the  men 
improved  contract  provisions  by  striking  against  the  recommendations  of 
their  "leaders." 


*  Sampson  had  been  a  member  of  Local  791  for  two  years  when  Ryan  first  ap- 
peared on  the  waterfront  in  1912.  He  had  been  business  agent  since  1919  of  what  was 
considered  to  be  the  most  democratic  local  in  the  port.  In  his  testimony  before  the 
Crime  Commission  in  1953,  he  stated  that  his  salary  was  $75  a  week,  with  $300  a 
month  for  expenses,  and  that  the  only  gratuities  he  had  ever  accepted  from  employers 
had  been  a  $100  gift  from  the  Grace  Line  each  Christmas  from  1947  to  1951,  which 
he  had  distributed  among  union  members  too  old  to  work  and  for  Christmas  parties 
for  the  children  of  members.  New  York  Times,  Jan.  28,  1953. 

When  seeking  an  interview  with  Sampson  in  1952,  I  was  told  by  a  longshoreman 
in  the  union  office — a  dingy  room  containing  two  desks  and  a  filing  cabinet — that 
Sampson  came  to  the  office  only  once  a  month  or  so,  but  could  always  be  found 
across  the  street  at  Pier  61.  The  interview  was  conducted  at  Sampson's  customary 
place  of  business,  a  bench  in  the  corner  of  the  stevedoring  company's  office  at  Pier  61, 

(Note  continued  on  following  page  ) 
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The  Screening  Program 

Between  1948  and  1951,  the  port  was  untroubled  by  any  major  work 
stoppages,  but  in  mid-1950  a  development  occurred  which  could  have  had 
far-reaching  implications  for  the  coalition  of  corrupt  union  officials,  em- 
ployers, and  racketeers  on  the  New  York  waterfront.  This  was  the  creation 
of  the  federal  screening  program  in  the  maritime  industry. 

In  July,  1950,  not  long  after  the  outbreak  of  the  Korean  War,  represen- 
tatives of  the  maritime  employers'  associations  and  the  maritime  unions 
were  called  to  Washington  to  set  up  a  voluntary  program  to  screen  "secur- 
ity risks"  from  the  industry.  A  program  was  agreed  upon,  and  the  unions 
and  employers  signed  a  statement  of  policy  setting  it  up.  Paul  Hall,  secre- 
tary-treasurer of  the  Atlantic  and  Gulf  Coast  District  of  the  Seafarers' 
International  Union,  AFL,  signed  for  the  ILA  and  Thomas  D.  Morris  for 
the  NYSA.60 

In  August,  Congress  formalized  the  program  in  Public  Law  679,  author- 
izing the  president  to  prescribe  regulations  to  protect  the  security  of  the 
United  States  "against  destruction,  loss  or  injury  from  sabotage  or  other 
subversive  acts,  accidents  or  other  causes  of  similar  nature."01  The  Coast 
Guard  was  charged  with  enforcing  the  law  under  Executive  Order  10173, 
issued  October  18,  1950. 

In  enforcing  the  order,  the  Coast  Guard  in  each  port  determines  the 
waterfront  facilities  and  vessels  which  require  special  "security  measures," 
and  following  this  determination,  a  Coast  Guard  Port  Security  Card  is 
required  to  work  in  such  an  area.  Applications  for  these  cards  are  made  to 
the  Coast  Guard  security  unit  in  the  port,  and  "applicants  must  be  spon- 
sored by  an  authorized  official  of  the  employer  or  by  an  authorized  official 
of  his  labor  union."  Applications  are  then  sent  to  the  commandant  of 
the  Coast  Guard  in  Washington,  D.C.,  who  either  grants  or  denies  them. 

Persons  denied  security  cards  have  the  right  of  appeal  to  a  local  appeal 
board,  composed  of  one  representative  each  of  the  public,  management, 
and  labor.  The  appeal  board  forwards  a  recommendation  to  the  comman- 
dant in  Washington,  who  may  either  affirm  or  deny  the  board's  recom- 
mendation. If  denied  by  the  commandant  or  the  local  appeal  board,  the 
applicant  may  appeal  to  a  national  appeal  board  which  is  organized  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  local  boards.* 


where  he  had  the  use  of  the  company's  phone.  He  apparently  kept  the  files  on  his 
1,500  members  "in  his  hat." 

*  Grounds  for  denial  include  acts  of  treason  or  sedition,  espionage  or  sabotage, 
or  advocacy  of  such  acts;  employment  by,  or  being  subject  to  the  influence  of,  an 
unfriendly  foreign  government,  advocacy  of  the  overthrow  of  the  government  by 
force  or  violence;  membership  in,  affiliation  or  sympathetic  association  with,  any  of 

(Note  continued  on  following  page.) 
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The  number  of  those  denied  security  cards  is  not  made  public  by  Coast 
Guard  officials,  but  they  told  me  in  1952  that  it  was  "less  than  one  per 
cent."02  After  the  elimination  of  this  one  per  cent,  all  men  who  had  been 
frequently  described  as  the  key  figures  in  waterfront  rackets  were  still 
active  in  the  port — even  hi  restricted  areas.  It  is  surprising  that  the  screen- 
ing program  had  so  little  impact  in  New  York.  If  the  employers  or  the  ILA 
— or  the  Coast  Guard — had  been  seriously  interested  in  cleaning  up  the 
waterfront,  the  screening  program  would  seem  to  have  been  a  handy 
weapon.  Some  of  the  most  notorious  strong-arm  men  in  the  port  were 
known  to  be  "illegally  present  in  the  United  States."*  If  men  can  be  barred 
from  the  waterfront  because  at  some  time  in  the  indefinite  future  they 
might,  for  political  reasons,  endanger  national  security,  it  would  have  been 
at  least  equally  reasonable  to  use  the  screening  program  to  bar  men  who 
have  actually  committed  acts  of  extortion,  larceny,  and  felonious  assault; 
it  could  have  been  argued  that  they  might  also  endanger  the  national  de- 
fense by  interfering  with  Army  shipments  and  stealing  from  cargoes  des- 
tined for  our  allies. 

The  Navy  has  maintained  more  rigid  standards  than  the  Coast  Guard 
in  barring  men  from  loading  or  unloading  ammunition  in  the  port  whose 
records  show  felony  convictions  during  the  past  ten  years,  bookmaking 
or  professional  gambling,  or  theft  from  the  government.  It  is  possible  that 
the  Coast  Guard  may  enforce  the  screening  requirements  more  rigidly  in 
the  future.f  As  a  result  of  testimony  before  the  Crime  Commission  in  De- 
cember, 1952,  several  men  who  had  passed  the  screening  test  had  their 
security  cards  revoked.63 

It  is  possible  that  the  screening  program  can  have  unfortunate  implica- 
tions for  the  honest  longshoremen.  The  program  could  be  used  by  employ- 
ers and  union  officials  to  eliminate  "troublemakers"  from  the  industry, 
because  the  application  for  a  security  card  must  carry  the  recommendation 


the  groups  on  the  attorney  general's  list;  mental  disorder;  previous  conviction  for 
arson;  unlawful  trafficking  in  drugs;  drunkenness  on  the  job;  addiction  to  the  use  of 
drugs;  illegal  presence  in  the  United  States;  and  having  been  found  subject  to  a 
deportation  order  by  the  U.S.  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service. 

Patrick  Connolly,  executive  vice-president  of  the  ILA,  and  David  B.  Roche,  ILA 
legislative  representative,  were  members  of  the  New  York  local  appeal  board  io 
1952.  Roche  represented  the  union  on  the  national  appeal  board. 

*  The  ground  of  illegal  presence  in  the  country  was  added  after  considerable  pub- 
licity had  been  given  to  the  number  of  ship  jumpers  working  on  the  waterfront.  The 
ship-jumping  racket  is  described  in  chapter  2. 

f  During  a  discussion  of  waterfront  reform  proposals  in  May,  1952,  New  Jersey 
Attorney  General  Theodore  D.  Parsons  expressed  a  belief  that  the  Coast  Guard 
security  program  could  materially  aid  in  keeping  racketeers  off  the  docks.  Parsons 
reported  that  state  waterfront  crime  investigators  had  until  then  failed  to  obtain  the 
Coast  Guard's  cooperation  in  identifying  racketeers,  but  that  he  was  hopeful  of 
getting  more  help  from  them  in  the  future.  New  York  Times,  May  29,  1952. 
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of  an  employer  or  union  official,  and  cards  may  be  revoked  when  such 
recommendation  is  withdrawn.  In  an  industry  in  which  individual  workers 
have  in  the  past  had  so  little  protection  against  arbitrary  treatment,  it 
would  not  be  surprising  if  employers  regarded  as  troublemakers  any  long- 
shoremen who  vigorously  insisted  on  their  contractual  rights.  In  view  of 
the  undemocratic  character  of  the  ILA  and  especially  the  penchant  of  some 
union  officials  for  labeling  their  critics  or  competitors  as  "reds,"*  one  can 
only  hope  that  the  program  will  not  be  used  to  keep  rivals  for  union  office, 
or  supporters  of  a  rival  union,  off  the  waterfront. 

The  1951  Strike 

The  1948  agreement  had  been  renewed  without  incident  until  1951,  when 
the  fourth  major  wildcat  strike  within  six  years  occurred  on  the  New  York 
waterfront.  This  strike — unlike  those  in  1945  and  1948 — failed  to  pro- 
duce improvements  over  the  contract  originally  recommended  by  the  union 
officers,  but  one  can  only  conjecture  what  the  possible  outcome  might 
have  been  had  not  the  State  of  New  York  intervened. 

The  union's  negotiating  committee  and  the  NYSA  reached  an  agree- 
ment on  October  8,  which  was  referred  to  the  membership  hi  Atlantic 
Coast  ports  for  their  approval.  The  agreement  provided  for  a  10-cent  wage 
increase,  one  shape-up  a  day,  a  reduction  in  vacation-eligibility  require- 
ments, an  additional  employer  contribution  to  the  welfare  fund,  and  a  plan 
to  set  up  small  joint  committees  to  deal  with  unauthorized  work  stop- 
pages. M  On  October  11,  Ryan's  office  announced  that  the  Atlantic  Coast 
District  had  voted  approximately  two  to  one  to  accept  the  new  contract. 
The  negative  votes  were  concentrated  in  several  New  York  locals,  and  all 
four  locals  in  Boston.  On  October  15,  members  of  Local  791  struck  in 
protest,  and  the  strike  soon  spread  to  Local  1124  in  Manhattan,  and  to 
Locals  808  and  968  in  Brooklyn — the  locals  which  were  known  to  have 
voted  against  ratification  of  the  agreement.  The  dissatisfaction  of  the  strik- 
ers appeared  to  arise  primarily  from  their  distrust  of  the  union's  balloting 
procedure  and  the  inadequacy  of  the  wage  increase. 

In  a  vain  attempt  to  persuade  the  longshoremen  to  return  to  work,  Ryan 
toured  the  Chelsea  piers  (the  jurisdiction  of  Local  791)  and  later  an- 
nounced resignedly,  "They  won't  listen.  .  .  .  They  feel  they  have  a  griev- 
ance but  they  have  no  leader  I  can  deal  with.  As  for  Brooklyn,  that's 
strictly  Communist-inspired." 


*  When  I  asked  the  head  of  one  of  the  more  democratic  locals  in  the  port,  who 
was  protesting  that  reports  of  hoodlumism  on  the  waterfront  had  been  exaggerated 
out  of  all  proportion,  "What  about  the  murder  of  Pete  Panto?"  he  dismissed  the 
matter  with  the  comment,  "Panto  wasn't  a  longshoreman  at  all.  He  was  just  a  'red,' 
trying  to  stir  up  trouble." 
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By  October  19 — the  fourth  day  of  the  strike — well  over  half  the  port 
was  shut  down,  the  major  exceptions  being  Staten  Island  and  the  New 
Jersey  side,  and  Gene  Sampson  had  announced  that  he  had  assumed  lead- 
ership of  the  strike.  Ryan  repeatedly  urged  the  men  to  observe  the  contract, 
asserting: 

Even  if  they  manage  to  tie  up  the  entire  port,  we  still  have 
a  contract,  and  we  must  abide  by  it.  If  the  majority  go  out  then 
that  is  a  question  for  the  International  and  the  District  Office  to 
handle,  and  we'll  meet  it  if  it  comes.  But  it  is  now  and  would  be 
then  an  outlaw  strike.  We  wouldn't  have  any  kind  of  an  organi- 
zation if  we  failed  to  carry  out  our  agreement. 

The  NYSA  stated  its  intention  to  "stand  pat"  on  the  contract,  presumably 
expecting  the  ILA  officials  to  regain  control  of  the  situation. 

As  the  strike  entered  its  sixth  day,  the  press  reported  a  series  of  confus- 
ing developments.  After  Sampson  and  the  strike  committee  met  with  Ryan 
and  ILA  Executive  Vice-President  Patrick  Connolly,  a  member  of  the 
strike  committee  announced,  "We  are  not  against  Ryan.  We  want  him  to 
lead  us  out  of  this  mess.  He  has  already  said  he  will  follow  the  majority. 
We  intend  to  show  Ryan  we  are  a  majority."  Ryan,  in  a  statement  reminis- 
cent of  O'Connor  in  the  1919  strike,  denounced  those  who,  as  he  put  it, 
"ratified  the  agreement  and  then  joined  the  strike,"  saying: 

I  am  President  of  the  International  and  I  shall  carry  out  my 
duties  as  such.  If  these  strikers,  who  are  a  minority  group,  con- 
tinue their  present  tactics  they  may  cripple  this  port,  but  I  shall 
take  no  action  whatever.  Any  action  will  have  to  be  taken  by 
port  or  Federal  officials. 

The  strike  spread  to  Boston  on  October  22,  where  Daniel  J.  Donovan, 
one  of  the  ILA's  innumerable  international  vice-presidents,  described  it 
as  "a  rebellion  against  the  New  York  mobsters  who  have  a  stranglehold 
on  the  ILA  and  against  a  group  who  sold  us  out  by  accepting  an  unsatisfac- 
tory contract." 

The  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service — setting  a  precedent 
by  agreeing  to  mediate  an  ultra-union  dispute — appointed  a  mediation 
board  on  October  22.  Its  efforts  were  unsuccessful  and  the  board  with- 
drew from  the  dispute  three  days  later.  The  ILA  Executive  Council  then 
asked  the  Conciliation  Service  to  appoint  another  commission  "to  hold 
hearings  and  take  evidence  of  any  grievances  or  complaints  that  may 
exist  concerning  the  making  of  the  contract  or  any  conditions  of  work  in 
the  port."  No  such  commission  was  appointed  and  when  Sampson  later 
asked  President  Truman  (who  had  appealed  to  the  strikers  to  go  back  to 
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work  two  days  before  Sampson's  request)  to  "set  up  an  emergency  impar- 
tial board  to  review  this  issue  and  our  needs  for  honest  balloting  machin- 
ery" he  received  no  reply.  Apparently  the  federal  officials  felt  that  the 
problem  of  establishing  communication  between  the  "leadership"  and  the 
members  was  the  responsibility  of  the  ILA  officials  themselves. 

Falling  back  on  his  traditional  defense,  Ryan  described  the  pickets  at 
many  of  the  piers  as  "several  thousand  strangers  .  .  .  [who]  are  evi- 
dently being  paid  with  funds  contributed  by  various  subversive  organiza- 
tions." The  cause  of  the  strike  was  more  accurately  pointed  up  by  Spruille 
Braden,  chairman  of  the  New  York  Anti-Crime  Committee,65  who  asked 
Governor  Dewey  on  October  29  to  take  action  against  "inefficiency,  crime 
and  political  corruption"  on  the  New  York  waterfront. 

The  employers,  who  had  been  inactive  for  the  first  two  weeks  of  the 
strike,  finally  entered  the  dispute  on  October  30  by  requesting  the  NLRB 
to  seek  an  injunction  against  Locals  791, 1258,  895,  808,  and  975,  on  the 
grounds  of  failure  to  give  notice  of  intent  to  strike — an  alleged  violation 
of  section  8d  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act.  (Local  968  was  not  included  because 
it  had  rescinded  its  earlier  action  and  had  gone  back  to  work  on  October 
24.)  The  NLRB  dismissed  the  charge,  stating  that  notice  of  intention  to 
strike  could  not  be  required  from  the  five  locals  because  they  did  not  con- 
stitute a  majority  bargaining  representative  of  the  employees.  The  employ- 
ers in  New  Jersey  were  more  successful.  With  the  assistance  of  Ed  Florio, 
international  organizer  in  New  Jersey,  they  secured  an  injunction  on  No- 
vember 8  against  picketing  on  New  Jersey  piers  on  the  grounds  that  "no 
labor  dispute  exists." 

In  the  meantime,  some  200  members  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry 
Association  assembled  at  the  city  hall  to  ask  Mayor  Impelliteri  to  take 
action  to  stop  the  strike.  The  mayor  sent  word  that  he  was  "too  busy  to 
see  them,"  and  his  secretary  expressed  surprise  that  "a  group  of  business 
men  should  come  over  here  like  a  bunch  of  Communists."  When  some  of 
the  men  indicated  a  determination  to  enter  the  city  hall  anyway,  police 
started  closing  the  entrances  and  the  group  left  in  frustration. 

Finally,  Governor  Dewey  appointed  a  board  of  inquiry  to  investigate 
the  dispute.86  The  board  began  its  hearing  on  November  6,  and  persuaded 
the  strikers  to  go  back  to  work  three  days  later,  pending  the  board's  find- 
ings and  recommendations.  Its  final  report  was  issued  on  January  22, 1952. 
The  board  found  that  the  ILA  had  not  given  its  members  adequate  notice 
of  the  final  contract  proposals  before  the  vote  was  taken,  that  delegates  to 
the  negotiating  committee  were  in  many  cases  self-appointed  rather  than 
elected,  and  that  ballot-box  stuffing  and  other  irregularities  had  occurred 
in  connection  with  the  ratification  of  the  agreement.  Nevertheless,  the 
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board  recommended  that  the  contract  be  recognized  as  in  full  force  and 
effect,  since  "these  irregularities  and  acts  of  fraud  were  insufficient  to  have 
changed  the  final  result.""7  Commenting  on  the  causes  of  the  strike,  the 
report  stated: 

...  no  single  factor  alone  could  account  for  the  work  stop- 
page .  .  .  Whatever  the  conclusions  as  to  the  relative  signifi- 
cance of  the  various  issues  as  actual  causes  of  the  strike,  it  is 
clear  not  only  that  many  issues  played  a  part  but  also  that  the 
basic  causes  are  of  long  standing.  The  stoppage  was  an  outbreak 
of  a  long  festering  accumulation  of  complaints  and  dissatisfac- 
tion.* 

A  number  of  recommendations  directed  to  the  improvement  of  the  internal 
administration  of  the  union  were  included  in  the  report,  as  well  as  pro- 
posals for  a  permanent  arbitrator,  and  "a  board  of  three  public  persons 
to  receive  complaints  of  union  members  and  transmit  them  to  union  offi- 
cials." The  final  recommendation  was: 

The  Industrial  Commissioner  should  meet  with  representa- 
tives of  the  parties  affected  .  .  .  to  assist  in  putting  the  Board's 
recommendations  into  effect.  It  is  also  recommended  that  the 
Industrial  Commissioner  make  progress  reports  public  periodi- 
cally, and  at  any  rate  that  he  prepare  and  publish  a  summary  of 
such  progress  not  later  than  90  days  from  the  date  of  this 
report.68 

The  insurgents  were  bitterly  disappointed  at  having  to  accept  the  board's 
decision  to  uphold  the  contract,  but  dispirited  as  they  were  after  their 
futile  19-day  strike,  they  did  not  resume  the  walkout,  f  The  strike  was 


*  New  York  (State)  Board  of  Inquiry  on  the  Longshore  Industry  Work  Stoppage 
Final  Report  to  the  Industrial  Commissioner  .  .  .  October-November,  1951,  Port  of 
New  York  (New  York:  1952),  pp.  3-4,  hereafter  cited  as  Board  of  Inquiry.  Ironically, 
a  committee  appointed  by  Mayor  O'Dwyer  in  1949  to  investigate  the  reasons  for  the 
port's  declining  business  had  reported  just  two  months  before  the  strike  began:  "We 
have  found  that  the  labor  situation  on  the  waterfront  ...  is  generally  satisfactory 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  worker,  the  employer,  the  industry  and  the  government 
.  .  .  The  morale  of  the  men  has  been  good."  The  report  was  signed  by  Hugh  E. 
Sheridan  (impartial  chairman,  New  York  City  trucking  industry);  Joseph  Papa 
(president,  Local  202,  International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters);  Martin  T.  Lacey 
(president,  New  York  City  Central  Trades  and  Labor  Council,  and  president,  Joint 
Council  of  Teamsters  of  New  York  City);  William  J.  McCormack  (a  prominent 
waterfront  employer);  and  Joseph  Ryan.  New  York  (City),  Mayor's  Joint  Com- 
mittee on  Port  Industry,  Labor  Conditions  Affecting  Waterfront  Commerce,  Report 
of  Subcommittee  No.  5  (New  York:  1951),  p.  38. 

f  On  the  day  the  report  was  issued,  I  was  in  the  office  of  Father  Corridan,  a 
Catholic  priest  who  had  been  working  with  the  longshoremen  for  years  to  help  them 
improve  conditions  on  the  docks.  When  the  news  of  the  board's  decision  reached  the 
longshoremen,  many  of  them  came  to  Father  Corridan's  office  or  called  him  on  the 
telephone  to  "let  off  steam."  A  few  were  so  frustrated  at  having  been  sold  out  again, 
as  they  saw  it,  that  they  were  openly  weeping. 
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a  failure  in  the  sense  that  it  did  not  secure  any  immediate  gains.  In  the 
longer  view,  the  walkout  paved  the  way  for  real  and  sweeping  reforms. 
The  appointment  of  the  board  of  inquiry  to  end  the  work  stoppage  and  air 
its  causes  was  only  the  first  step  in  the  state  officials'  program  for  attacking 
the  basic  causes  of  the  decline  in  port  business.  Even  while  the  board  of 
inquiry  was  sitting,  Governor  Dewey  instructed  the  New  York  State  Crime 
Commission  to  make  a  thorough  investigation  of  waterfront  crime,  with 
special  emphasis  on  the  relationship  between  the  shape-up,  racketeering, 
and  diversion  of  cargo  from  the  port.  The  disclosures  of  the  Crime  Com- 
mission were  to  result  in  the  outlawing  of  the  shape-up  and  to  cause  the 
AFL  such  embarrassment  that  they,  too,  were  forced  to  take  action  against 
the  ILA.  Before  discussing  these  developments,  I  shall  describe  another 
incident  which  followed  close  after  the  1951  strike. 

Thieves  Fall  Out 

The  storm  of  public  criticism  aroused  by  the  1951  strike  and  Ryan's 
inability  to  control  some  elements  in  the  union  created  a  power  vacuum 
on  the  waterfront.  An  attempt  to  take  advantage  of  this  situation — an 
attempt  which  may  be  of  lasting  importance — was  made  in  Brooklyn 
shortly  after  the  waterfront  settled  back  to  work.  Anthony  Anastasia,  a 
hiring  foreman  for  the  Jarka  Stevedoring  Corporation  and,  in  the  past, 
a  stanch  supporter  of  Ryan's  leadership,  announced  that  he  was  under- 
taking a  "crusade  against  Communism"  in  the  port,  and  was  setting  up 
the  Longshoremen's,  Checkers'  and  Clerks'  Social  Club  in  Brooklyn.  The 
purpose  of  the  club  would  be  to  "educate  longshoremen  to  the  menace  of 
communism,"  and  Anastasia  was  reported  to  be  charging  new  members  a 
$5  initiation  fee  (later  denied  by  Anastasia)  and  monthly  dues  of  $1. 
When  informed  of  this  "crusade,"  Ryan  declared  he  would  urge  the  New 
York  District  Council  to  disband  the  club,  pointing  out: 

Every  local  of  the  ILA  is  a  club  engaged  in  a  crusade  against 
communism  on  the  waterfront.  Therefore,  there  is  no  need  to 
have  an  additional  organization  charging  dues  and  initiation  fees 
to  our  members.69 

Anastasia  refused  to  disband  his  "patriotic  organization"  and  Ryan 
was  forced  to  withdraw  his  objections.  Shortly  thereafter,  Anastasia,  who 
was  a  member  of  Local  1199-1  (but  had  never  held  a  union  office),  an- 
nounced the  establishment  of  the  Independent  Longshoremen's  Commit- 
tee, Port  of  Brooklyn — an  affiliate  of  the  social  club — which  called  for 
the  unification  of  seven  Brooklyn  locals  under  a  single  banner  and  pre- 
sented a  reform  program.  Included  were  proposals  that  Brooklyn  long- 
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shoremen  be  allowed  to  choose  between  the  shape-up  and  a  hiring  hall,  and 
that  the  Brooklyn  locals  be  made  more  democratic.  On  April  27,  the 
committee  threatened  to  tie  up  the  port  if  the  ILA  did  not  meet  its  demands 
"within  a  reasonable  time." 

The  Maritime  Trades  Department  of  the  AFL*  came  to  Ryan's  aid 
immediately  by  setting  up  its  own  Brooklyn  group  and  announcing  a 
reform  program  embodying  all  of  Anastasia's  major  proposals.  Lloyd 
Gardner  of  the  Seafarers'  International  Union  declared  at  a  meeting  of  the 
new  AFL  group,  "I  would  like  to  give  warning  to  anyone  who  tries  to  dis- 
rupt the  Brooklyn  waterfront  that  such  an  attempt  will  be  met  by  the 
Maritime  Trades  Department  with  all  the  power  at  its  disposal."  Paul  Hall, 
another  SIU  official,  presided  at  the  meeting  and  added,  "We're  in  the 
boat  with  you  longshoremen,  and  we  don't  like  to  ride  with  traitors  who 
try  to  rock  or  upset  the  boat."  Ryan  was  present  but  took  no  part  in  the 
meeting  except  to  announce  that  the  reform  program  had  been  largely 
suggested  by  him.70 

It  is  significant  that  during  this  period  neither  Ryan  nor  the  ILA  Execu- 
tive Council  issued  any  public  statements.  Within  a  week,  however,  a 
truce  was  arranged  and  Ryan  resumed  the  role  of  spokesman  for  the  ILA. 
He  announced  that  Anastasia  had  agreed  to  disband  the  Independent 
Longshoremen's  Committee  and  to  limit  the  jurisdiction  of  the  club  to 
social  activities.  On  his  part,  Ryan  agreed  "to  consider  the  reform  demands 
of  the  Brooklyn  locals  and  to  work  on  improving  conditions  in  the  Port." 
Bringing  the  dispute  to  an  end  on  a  happy  note,  club  officials  promised 
to  do  all  in  their  power  "to  protect  our  leader,  Joseph  P.  Ryan."71 

This  truce  lasted  about  a  year,  during  which  Ryan  did  nothing  to  make 
good  on  his  promise  to  improve  conditions  in  the  port.  In  fairness  to  the 
international  president,  he  had  little  time  during  that  year  to  ponder  inter- 
nal reforms — he  was  busy  testifying  before  the  Crime  Commission,  pre- 
paring his  defense  against  an  indictment  for  stealing  union  funds,  and 
attempting  to  persuade  the  American  Federation  of  Labor  not  to  act  on 
their  threat  to  expel  the  ILA.  As  Ryan's  position  became  less  and  less 
tenable,  Anastasia  bided  his  time.  Finally,  in  April,  1953,  Anastasia 
reiterated  his  intention  to  champion  a  hiring  hall  for  Brooklyn  dock  work- 
ers and  announced  plans  for  a  $400,000  building  to  house  the  hall.f  Three 


*  The  Maritime  Trades  Department  had  been  established  in  1946  with  Ryan  and 
Harry  Lundeberg,  president  of  the  Seafarer's  International  Union,  as  its  chief  officers. 
It  included  the  ILA,  the  SIU,  the  Masters,  Mates  and  Pilots,  the  Operating  Engineers, 
and  the  Commercial  Telegraphers.  In  1953,  Ryan  was  president,  and  Lloyd  Gardner, 
a  New  York  SIU  official,  was  executive  secretary. 

t  Anastasia  said  the  building  fund  had  already  received  contributions  of  about 
$7,000,  mostly  from  dock  workers.  Letters  of  solicitation  had  been  sent  to  250 
steamship  and  stevedore  company  officials.  New  York  Times,  April  19,  1953. 
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months  later  he  announced  again  his  plan  to  amalgamate  the  Brooklyn 
locals.  Originally,  he  had  had  only  the  Camarda  locals  primarily  in  mind; 
this  time,  he  planned  to  merge  all  ten  locals.  Representatives  of  the  locals 
involved  met  with  Ryan  and  Anastasia,  and  Ryan  gave  his  blessing  to  the 
plan,  saying,  "We  always  welcome  amalgamation  of  locals  because  there 
are  too  many  locals  now."  Four  "non-Camarda"  locals — 808,  1195,  968, 
and  975 — served  notice  that  they  intended  to  resist  being  absorbed  in 
the  merger.72 

Anastasia  had  begun  his  campaign  for  amalgamation  by  quitting  his 
$13,500-a-year  job  as  hiring  boss  at  the  Erie  Basin  and  transferring  from 
his  old  local  into  Local  327-1,  one  of  the  Camarda  group.  A  quick  meeting 
was  held,  the  incumbent  business  agent  was  deposed,  and  Anastasia  was 
installed  instead.  Shortly  after,  the  ILA  Executive  Council  gathered  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  to  appeal  to  AFL  President  George  Meany  for  an 
extension  of  time  in  which  to  meet  the  federation's  ultimatum  that  the  ILA 
"clean  up  or  get  out."  The  executive  council  decided  that  Anastasia  could 
be  used  as  an  example  of  their  intention  to  insist  on  democratic  pro- 
cedures, and  announced  his  suspension  on  the  grounds  that  he  had  used 
strong-arm  methods  to  become  business  agent.  This  time,  Anastasia  was 
not  interested  in  a  truce.  He  immediately  demanded  that  he  be  reinstated 
and  that  the  local  hold  another  election  supervised  by  the  Police  Depart- 
ment and  the  ILA.  "And  if  they  don't  go  along  with  my  proposal,"  he 
threatened,  "we'll  go  independent.  We  don't  need  Meany  and  Ryan  hi  the 
port  of  Brooklyn."73  This  was  enough  for  the  ILA  Executive  Council.  It 
made  a  half-hearted  attempt  to  take  over  the  local's  books  but  when 
Anastasia  resisted,  it  retreated.  Finally,  on  August  26  (shortly  before  the 
ILA  was  expelled  from  the  AFL)  the  suspension  order  was  rescinded  and 
Anastasia  was  accorded  full  recognition  as  an  ILA  official. 

It  is  possible  that  Anastasia's  reform  program  will  have  as  little  impact 
as  the  many  Ryan-sponsored  reforms.  But  it  is  becoming  increasingly 
clear  that  Anastasia  and  the  Brooklyn  group  constitute  the  nucleus  of  a 
permanent  force  on  the  waterfront.  Anastasia  himself  is  a  rather  enigmatic 
person,*  but  he  appears  to  have  strong  support  among  many  Brooklyn 
longshoremen  who  have  for  many  years  considered  themselves  a  sepa- 
rate and  unique  group  within  the  ILA.  Anastasia,  who  alone  among  ILA 
officials  proposed  a  rotary  hiring  hall,  may  be  voicing  the  real  desire  of 
many  longshoremen,  and  he  seems  to  possess  the  ruthlessness  and  tenacity 
necessary  to  become  a  powerful  figure  in  the  port. 


*  He  has  never  been  convicted  of  a  crime.  Although  he  is  constantly  identified  by 
public  officials  and  the  press  as  "the  brother  of  the  notorious  Albert  Anastasia  of 
Murder,  Inc.,"  no  evidence  has  been  presented  that  he  was  part  of  that  group  or  that 

(Note  continued  on  following  page.) 
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End  of  the  Shape-up 

Even  before  Anastasia  had  begun  his  efforts  to  carve  out  a  domain  for 
himself,  the  attention  of  ILA  officials  was  occupied  by  a  threat  which 
made  the  menace  of  the  Brooklyn  challenger  seem  insignificant  by  com- 
parison. The  1951  strike  had  hardly  ended  when  the  New  York  State 
Crime  Commission  began  quietly  but  efficiently  investigating  waterfront 
conditions,  interrogating  union  officials  and  employers,  and  subpoenaing 
company  and  union  records  and  personal  bank  accounts.  As  the  date  of 
the  Crime  Commission's  public  hearings  neared  and  it  became  increasingly 
clear  that  few  ILA  officials  would  be  spared,  signs  of  dissension  and  dis- 
trust began  to  appear  within  the  ranks  of  the  union  hierarchy.  In  Novem- 
ber, 1952,  Ryan  attempted  to  form  a  united  front,  urging  all  officials  to  be 
represented  at  the  hearings  by  Louis  Waldman,  the  ILA  legal  counsel. 
Remembering  Waldman's  treatment  of  Spencer  in  the  1951  board  of  in- 
quiry hearings,  few  of  them  concurred.  The  majority  asserted  that  "little 
guys,  especially  those  with  prison  records"  were  to  be  sacrificed  "to  protect 
the  higher-ups."74 

As  soon  as  the  public  hearings  began  in  December,  it  was  apparent 
that  the  Crime  Commission's  preparation  had  been  extraordinarily  careful, 
and  that  this  was  to  be  the  most  thorough,  if  the  most  ruthlessly  conducted, 
of  a  long  series  of  investigations  and  exposes  which  had  begun  in  1914. 
The  hearings  crowded  other  news  off  the  front  pages  of  the  papers  and 
provided  New  Yorkers  with  page  after  page  of  dramatic  and  shocking  tes- 
timony. In  the  two  weeks  of  public  hearings,  witnesses  described  case  after 
case  of  collusion  between  employers  and  union  officials,  bribery  of  steam- 
ship company  agents  by  stevedores  hi  order  to  gain  contracts,  exploitation 
of  longshoremen  by  ILA  officials,  assault,  organized  theft,  extortion,  kick- 
backs, loan  sharking,  gambling,  payroll  padding,  and  murder — all  of 
which  were  attributed  to  the  shape-up.  For  the  first  time,  the  role  of  the 


he  participated  in  his  brother's  coup  in  the  Camarda  locals  in  1940.  During  World 
War  II,  he  operated  his  own  stevedoring  company  on  Pier  1  in  Brooklyn.  In  1947, 
he  was  employed  by  the  Phelps-Dodge  Corporation  at  a  retainer  of  $1,000  a  day 
to  break  a  strike  at  their  plant  in  Elizabeth,  New  Jersey.  U.S.  Congress,  Senate  Spe- 
cial Committee  to  Investigate  Organized  Crime  in  Interstate  Commerce,  Third  In- 
terim Report  ...  p.  172,  hereafter  cited  as  Kefauver  Committee  Report.  The 
only  evidence  produced  against  him  by  the  Crime  Commission  was  that  he  obtained 
his  job  as  hiring  foreman  for  Jarka,  over  Jarka's  objections,  by  causing  a  strike  at 
their  piers  first  in  1948  and  again  in  1950.  Fourth  Report  of  Crime  Commission, 
pp.  42-43.  On  the  other  hand,  four  steamship  companies  whose  vessels  used  the  Erie 
Basin,  where  he  was  hiring  foreman  for  six  years,  stated  that  he  was  dependable  and 
capable  and  that  his  piers  "were  among  the  cleanest  on  the  Brooklyn  waterfront."  He 
has  also  been  accused  of  cooperating  with  stevedoring  officials  in  hiring  ship  jumpers 
to  work  under  speed-up  conditions,  but  he  has  vigorously  denied  this  charge.  New 
York  Times,  Jan.  17,  1953. 
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employers  and  public  officials  in  perpetuating  the  shape-up  was  made  clear. 

The  longshoremen,  made  wary  by  the  failure  of  earlier  investigations 
to  bring  reforms,  seemed  to  have  a  fatalistic  attitude  toward  the  probable 
effect  of  the  hearings.*  But  this  time  the  waterfront  was  not  permitted  to 
sink  back  into  oblivion.  The  commission's  findings  and  recommendations 
for  remedial  legislation  were  submitted  to  Governor  Dewey  on  May  20, 
public  hearings  on  the  proposed  legislation  were  held  on  June  8  and  9,  and 
by  June  25  the  governor  had  called  the  state  legislature  into  special  session 
and  had  persuaded  the  State  of  New  Jersey  to  take  similar  action.  Bills 
based  on  the  Crime  Commission's  recommendations  were  passed  by  the 
two  legislatures  within  two  days.  Since  the  legislation  involved  the  crea- 
tion of  a  bistate  agency,  congressional  approval  was  necessary,  and  the 
Congress  moved  to  pass  enabling  legislation  with  almost  unheard-of  dis- 
patch. The  Senate  acted  on  July  17,  the  House  on  July  30,  and  by  August 
12  President  Eisenhower  had  signed  a  bill  into  law  which  proscribed  the 
shape-up. 

The  commission  had  proposed  two  separate  bills.  The  first  provided  for 
the  establishment  of  state-operated  hiring  halls  in  which  all  dockworkers 
would  be  registered  and  through  which  all  hiring  would  have  to  be  done.f 
To  ensure  that  business  on  the  docks  would  be  conducted  "in  accordance 
with  fundamental  standards  of  business  morality,"  the  commission  pro- 
posed that  all  stevedoring  companies,  hiring  agents,  pier  superintendents, 
port  watchmen,  and  public  loaders  be  issued  licenses  which  could  be  re- 
voked for  cause.  The  bill  finally  passed  by  both  legislatures  incorporated 
all  these  recommendations  except  that  public  loaders,  instead  of  being 
licensed,  were  outlawed. 

The  second  bill  proposed  by  the  commission  was  aimed  at  safeguarding 
the  rights  of  longshoremen  within  their  union,  and  required  that  all  labor 
unions  in  the  state  meet  specified  standards  in  their  internal  administra- 
tion.:!: Reluctant  to  draw  the  state  into  this  dangerous  area  merely  because 


*  When  a  New  York  Times  reporter  asked  longshoremen  how  they  felt  about  the 
investigation,  one  of  the  few  responses  he  was  able  to  elicit  was,  "Half  a  dozen  guys 
will  probably  go  to  jail  .  .  .  then  the  whole  thing  will  be  forgotten  and  things  will 
be  as  bad  as  ever."  Jan.  30,  1953. 

f  The  NYSA  had  proposed  in  their  testimony  that  they  set  up  a  series  of  employer- 
operated  hiring  halls.  Later,  the  ILA  had  proposed  the  establishment  of  joint  em- 
ployer-union-operated halls.  The  proposals  of  the  parties  and  the  law  that  was 
finally  passed  are  discussed  in  chapter  7. 

t  The  commission  apologized  to  New  York  unions  for  proposing  a  law  of  this 
kind.  "While  the  purpose  of  this  proposed  statute  is  to  safeguard  the  rights  of  water- 
front workers,  it  would  have  to  be  drawn  in  general  terms  applicable  to  all  unions. 
The  end  sought  is  merely  to  give  legal  sanction  to  certain  fundamental  requirements 
now  voluntarily  observed  by  most  labor  unions,  and  to  aid  such  an  endeavor  as  has 
already  been  evidenced  by  the  American  Federation  of  Labor."  Fourth  Report  of 
Crime  Commission,  p.  74. 
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of  the  derelictions  of  one  union,  the  commission  urged  that  this  bill  be  held 
over  until  the  1954  session  of  the  legislature,  "thus  affording  ample  oppor- 
tunity for  voluntary  action  by  the  unions  concerned."  The  special  sessions 
of  both  legislatures  deferred  action  accordingly,  but  included  in  the  laws 
they  passed  one  provision  dealing  exclusively  with  unions  in  the  port.  Any 
waterfront  local  was  prohibited  from  collecting  dues  from  its  members  if 
any  local  officer  was  a  convicted  felon  who  had  not  received  a  pardon  or 
a  certificate  of  good  conduct. 

Thus,  after  forty  years  of  ineffectual  attempts  to  clean  up  the  waterfront, 
the  Crime  Commission  achieved  what  seemed  to  be  the  impossible — the 
abolition  of  the  shape-up.  The  speed  with  which  this  reform  was  carried 
through,  once  the  wheels  were  put  in  motion,  is  truly  remarkable.  In  less 
than  three  months  the  recommendations  of  the  Crime  Commission  be- 
came law. 

Expulsion  from  the  AFL 

While  the  government  was  taking  action,  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  moved  to  clean  its  own  house.  Acting  on  the  strong  hints  during  the 
Crime  Commission's  hearings  that  such  a  clean-up  was  long  overdue,  the 
AFL  Executive  Council  wrote  the  ILA  four  days  after  the  hearings  ended 
in  January,  1953,  expressing  shock  at  the  Crime  Commission's  disclosures 
and  deploring  "the  clear  and  definite  indication  that  these  workers  in  the 
Port  of  New  York  are  being  exploited  in  every  possible  way  and  that  they 
are  not  receiving  the  protection  which  they  have  every  right  to  expect  as 
trade  unionists  and  members  of  your  organization."78 

The  AFL  then  made  the  unprecedented  threat  to  expel  the  ILA  if  it 
did  not  institute  sweeping  reforms.*  Briefly,  these  reforms  included  put- 
ting into  operation  "recognized  democratic  procedures"  in  internal  gov- 
ernment and  removing  all  officials  with  criminal  records  and  those  guilty 
of  accepting  bribes  from  employers.  The  AFL  further  demanded  that 
"the  so-called  shape-up,  which  encourages  the  kick-backs  and  other 
objectionable  practices,  must  be  supplanted  by  a  system  of  regular  em- 
ployment and  legitimate  hiring  methods." 

The  Crime  Commission  had  not  been  able  to  shake  the  ILA's  determi- 
nation to  preserve  the  old  hiring  system,  but  the  AFL's  ultimatum  induced 
the  union  to  announce  that  they  had  worked  out  a  plan  for  setting  up  hiring 
halls.  Ostensibly  to  test  the  sentiment  of  the  men  on  this  proposal,  the  ILA 


*  One  of  the  cardinal  principles  in  the  philosophy  of  the  AFL  has  been  that  inter- 
national unions  making  up  the  federation  should  be  autonomous,  and  the  AFL  has 
always  maintained  a  hands-off  policy  with  respect  to  its  affiliates.  In  the  history  of 
the  federation,  this  was  the  first  expulsion  threat  based  on  a  criticism  of  an  affiliate's 
internal  affairs. 
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conducted  a  referendum  among  its  members  two  months  later  on  the  ques- 
tion, "Are  you  satisfied  with  the  present  method  of  hiring?"  The  results 
were  announced  as  7,000  in  favor  of  retaining  the  shape-up,  and  3,920 
opposed  to  it.  Considerable  confusion  was  involved  in  the  balloting — 
no  alternative  was  presented — and  the  ILA  itself  must  not  have  put  much 
faith  in  the  verdict,  because  Ryan  notified  the  AFL  a  few  days  later  that 
plans  were  under  way  to  abolish  the  shape-up.  On  receiving  this  assurance, 
the  AFL  gave  the  union  until  August  10  to  meet  the  terms  of  the  ulti- 
matum.76 

As  the  August  deadline  approached,  the  problem  of  the  shape-up 
had  been  taken  out  of  the  ILA's  hands  by  the  government,  but  it  was 
evident  that  the  union  was  making  no  effort  to  meet  the  other  requirements 
of  the  ultimatum.  AFL  President  Meany's  patience  began  to  wear  thin, 
and  when  asked  on  July  27  if  he  felt  that  the  suspension  of  Anthony  Anas- 
tasia  represented  a  step  toward  restoring  the  ILA  to  AFL  favor,  he  re- 
sponded, "I  don't  know  whether  their  kicking  out  Anastasia  is  any  more 
significant  than  if  Anastasia  had  kicked  them  out."* 

The  ILA  met  with  Meany  in  Chicago  early  in  August  and  submitted 
a  plan  to  eliminate  objectionable  officials.  The  ILA  reported  that  a  com- 
mittee of  three  vice-presidents  from  outside  the  New  York  area  had  been 
appointed  to  prepare  charges  based  on  evidence  contained  in  a  report  by 
Louis  Waldman  and  evidence  obtained  from  the  Crime  Commission. 
These  charges  would  be  turned  over  to  an  ILA  trial  committee  whose 
recommendations  would  then  go  to  the  ILA  Executive  Council  for  final 
action.  Meany  was  unimpressed  by  a  procedure  in  which  some  of  the 
worst  offenders  were  to  sit  in  judgment  on  themselves.  Thus,  on  August  10 
Meany  and  the  other  AFL  officials  gathered  at  Chicago  voted  to  suspend 
the  union  pending  formal  expulsion  by  the  entire  federation  at  the  Sep- 
tember convention.! 

Toward  the  end  of  August,  the  ILA  took  two  actions  which  practically 
ensured  expulsion  by  the  AFL  convention.  The  first  was  withdrawal  of 
the  suspension  of  Anthony  Anastasia  and  his  reception  back  into  the  ranks 
of  the  ILA.  The  second  was  the  executive  council's  vote  to  abandon  the 


*  Although  Ryan  was  by  then  under  indictment  for  theft  of  union  funds  and  had 
admitted  serious  abuses  of  his  office,  he  still  enjoyed  the  confidence  of  his  colleagues 
in  New  York.  On  the  same  day  that  Meany  made  his  caustic  remark,  the  executive 
council  of  the  State  Federation  of  Labor  announced  that  it  had  voted  unanimously  to 
support  reelection  of  the  incumbent  slate  of  15  vice-presidents  "including  Ryan." 
New  York  Times,  July  28,  1953. 

t  For  the  first  time  in  slightly  more  than  a  decade,  Ryan  was  deprived  of  the 
advice  of  Louis  Waldman,  who  did  not  make  the  trip  to  Chicago.  Waldman  had 
accompanied  Ryan  to  an  earlier  meeting  with  Meany  in  Washington  but  had  been 
excluded  from  the  meeting  by  Meany  who  told  him  that  the  AFL  was  interested  in 
meeting  with  union  officials  only.  New  York  Times,  March  30,  1953. 
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plan  submitted  to  the  AFL  for  eliminating  criminals  and  racketeers  from 
the  union.  Ryan  and  Waldman  had  been  attempting  to  implement  the 
plan  despite  the  lack  of  enthusiasm  for  it  evinced  by  Meany  and  other 
federation  officials,  but  were  forced  to  abandon  it  by  a  majority  vote  of 
the  ILA  executive  council,  who  felt  they  could  ride  out  even  this  storm.* 

The  AFL  convention  met  on  September  21.  In  a  final  desperate  bid 
Ryan  addressed  the  full  convention  offering  to  submit  the  ILA  to  receiver- 
ship by  the  AFL.  The  delegates  heard  him  in  silence  and  then  voted 
72,362  to  765  to  expel  his  union.f  The  convention  authorized  the  forma- 
tion of  a  new  longshore  union,  to  be  called  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  (AFL).  Trustees  of  the  new  group  were  George  Meany; 
William  C.  Doherty,  president  of  the  National  Association  of  Letter  Car- 
riers; Al  J.  Hayes,  president  of  the  International  Association  of  Machinists; 
Paul  Hall,  secretary-treasurer  of  the  Atlantic  and  Gulf  Coast  District  of  the 
Seafarers'  International;  and  Dave  Beck,  president  of  the  International 
Brotherhood  of  Teamsters4  The  ILA-AFL  announced  that  an  organizing 
drive  would  be  immediately  undertaken,  backed  by  the  full  resources  of 
the  AFL. 

In  September,  1953,  New  York  longshoremen  seemed  to  be  on  the 
threshold  of  a  new  era.  Not  only  had  they  been  given  an  alternative  to  the 
old  ILA  in  the  form  of  a  new  union,  but  the  basic  cause  of  their  difficulties 
— the  shape-up  on  the  piers — was  to  be  supplanted  by  state-operated 
hiring  halls. 


*  This  precipitated  the  dropping  of  the  pilot.  Shortly  thereafter,  Louis  Waldman 
announced  his  resignation  as  counsel  for  the  union.  New  York  Times,  Sept.  3  and 
10,  1953. 

t  Each  vote  represented  100  members.  Aside  from  the  ILA  itself,  the  only  votes 
against  expulsion  came  from  the  Masters,  Mates  and  Pilots,  which  had  a  member- 
ship of  9,000. 

$  Beck  had  been  giving  close  attention  to  developments  on  the  waterfront.  When 
it  had  come  out  in  the  Crime  Commission  hearings  in  January  that  Joseph  Papa  and 
another  Teamster  official  had  been  engaging  in  racketeering  practices  in  the  New 
York  produce  market,  Beck  had  dramatically  announced  that  he  had  given  them  until 
noon  the  following  day  to  resign  or  be  removed.  Several  weeks  before  the  AFL  con- 
vention, a  New  York  ILA  lumber  handlers'  local  with  2,500  members  had  seceded 
from  the  ILA  and  obtained  a  charter  from  the  Teamsters. 
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The  Shape-up 


The  shape-up  has  been  found  by  both  the  em- 
ployers and  employees  in  this  Port  to  be  best 
fitted  to  their  needs. — Mayor's  Committee  on 
Port  Industry.1 


As  the  history  of  labor  relations  in  the  Port  of  New  York  makes  clear, 
the  shape-up  had  a  profound  influence  on  all  parties  and  institutions 
affected  even  remotely  by  conditions  on  the  waterfront.  What  gave  the 
shape-up  such  key  importance  that  two  state  legislatures  felt  required 
to  abolish  it  by  law  in  order  to  restore  the  reputation  of  the  port? 

To  put  the  New  York  hiring  system  in  perspective,  the  waterfront  should 
perhaps  be  viewed  as  a  typical  example  of  a  casual-labor  market.  A  casual- 
labor  market  is  one  in  which  the  need  for  workers  varies  frequently  and 
widely  at  a  number  of  different  points  (in  this  case,  at  a  number  of  pier 
areas).  Workers  are  hired  for  a  few  hours  or  for  a  short  period,  some  of 
them  picked  at  random  when  the  employer  is  hard-pressed  to  complete 
the  job  quickly — a  condition  typically  found  on  New  York  piers.  It  is  a 
labor  market  in  which,  in  addition  to  the  relatively  small  core  of  workers 
who  regularly  offer  their  services,  there  are  always  many  newcomers  com- 
peting with  them  for  jobs.  Previous  experience  in  the  industry  is  not  always 
required,  so  both  regular  workers  and  newcomers  have  some  chance  of 
being  hired.  Thus,  it  appears  worth  while  to  everyone  to  try  for  a  job  and 
continue  trying — the  man  not  hired  today  may  be  taken  on  tomorrow. 

The  ease  with  which  men  can  qualify  for  work  in  a  casual-labor  market 
attracts  all  those  unwilling  or  unable  to  obtain  regular  employment — those 
who  wish  to  supplement  earnings  on  other  jobs  by  working  after  hours, 
students  interested  only  in  part-time  work,  men  who  prefer  the  freedom 
of  not  having  to  report  for  work  at  the  same  hour  day  in  and  day  out,  and 
those  who  enjoy  the  variety  of  casual  work.  In  addition  to  those  who 
voluntarily  choose  casual  employment,  casual-labor  markets  attract  also 
the  rejects  of  industry  and  society — recent  immigrants  and  members  of 
minority  groups  who  typically  experience  difficulty  in  obtaining  more 
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desirable  jobs,  the  temporarily  unemployed,  and  the  unstable  element  in 
society  who  may  have  been  regularly  employed  in  the  past  but  who  for 
one  reason  or  another  have  descended  the  occupational  ladder  to  drift 
about  in  the  casual  market.  Little  detailed  information  about  the  compo- 
sition of  the  labor  force  on  the  New  York  waterfront  has  been  available, 
but  the  report  of  the  board  of  inquiry  showed  that  this  definition  fitted  the 
"floaters"  in  New  York: 

Various  people  familiar  with  the  situation  have  mentioned 
the  following  types  of  people  who  make  up  this  group :  City  of 
New  York  employees,  such  as  policemen,  firemen,  sanitation 
department  workers;  shenangoes  (loaders  and  unloaders  of  rail- 
road cars  and  lighter  workers) ;  warehouse  workers;  truck  driv- 
ers; construction  workers;  and  unemployed  workers  with  a 
variety  of  backgrounds.2 

The  unique  character  of  casual-labor  markets  is  produced  by  the  con- 
stant fluctuation  in  employers'  needs  for  workers  and  the  unrestricted 
movement  in  and  out  of  the  market  by  the  workers  themselves.  This  results 
in  the  chronic  labor  surplus  which  typifies  such  markets.  The  process  by 
which  this  surplus  is  accumulated  and  retained  may  be  illustrated  by  an 
example.  Suppose  a  casual-labor  market — such  as  the  Port  of  New  York 
— comprises  ten  submarkets  (or  pier  areas),  each  of  which  operates 
largely  independently  of  the  others;  and  that  in  each  submarket  the  need 
for  workers  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  increase  at  one  time  or  another 
up  to  three  times  the  normal  requirements,  while  for  the  labor  market  as 
a  whole  (the  Port  of  New  York),  peak  needs  are  not  expected  to  exceed 
twice  its  normal  demand,  because  labor  requirements  in  each  submarket 
fluctuate  in  different  directions.  One  submarket  will  have  a  shortage  of 
workers  while  another  has  a  surplus.  If  the  normal  requirement  in  each 
submarket  is  1,500  workers,  the  normal  requirement  for  the  market  as  a 
whole  would  be  15,000.  If  employers  in  each  submarket  accumulate  a 
labor  force  equal  to  their  peak  needs,  or  three  times  1,500,  the  labor  force 
in  the  market  as  a  whole  grows  to  45,000.  This  figure  contrasts  with  the 
labor  force  which  would  be  needed  to  handle  peak  loads  if  the  submarkets 
were  integrated  into  one  employing  unit,  that  is,  two  times  15,000,  or 
30,000.8 

These  circumstances  caused  the  labor  surplus  on  the  New  York  water- 
front. Since  longshoremen's  pay  did  not  start  until  they  were  picked  in  the 
shape-up,  employers  were  free  to  use  both  negative  and  positive  methods 
to  ensure  that  workers  would  always  be  available  without  having  to  pay 
men  for  idle  time.  By  having  their  hiring  foremen  make  it  clear  that  they 
looked  with  disfavor  upon  longshoremen  who  sought  work  at  other  piers, 
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even  when  work  was  not  available  on  their  own,  employers  forced  regular 
workers  to  be  always  on  hand  at  the  times  specified  for  hiring.  A  positive 
inducement  to  be  on  hand  was  embodied  in  the  collective  agreement.  While 
the  employers  were  never  willing  to  sign  a  closed-shop  agreement  with  the 
union,  the  contract  did  provide  that  "men  who  regularly  work  on  a  pier 
should  be  given  preference  in  hiring." 

In  addition  to  the  conscious  desire  of  employers  to  have  a  labor  surplus 
available  for  their  use,  the  very  nature  of  a  casual-labor  market  adds  to 
a  poor  distribution  of  workers  among  the  submarkets,  causing  surpluses  at 
some  while  at  the  same  time  shortages  exist  at  others.  Most  workers  in 
such  a  labor  market  are  prevented  from  moving  freely  among  the  sub- 
markets  simply  because  they  don't  know  where  they  are  needed.  This  was 
the  situation  in  New  York  before  the  establishment  of  regular  shaping 
times.  The  hiring  places  were  located  at  some  distance  from  each  other 
around  the  port  and  the  need  for  workers  at  the  different  piers  fluctuated 
so  rapidly  that  it  was  virtually  impossible  for  the  regular  men  to  get  ad- 
vance notice  of  where  and  when  shape-ups  were  going  to  be  conducted.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  problem  was  not  solved  when  a  uniform  time  for 
shaping  was  set  throughout  the  port.  A  man  still  had  to  guess  the  probable 
number  of  workers  who  would  turn  up  at  a  particular  shape,  as  well  as 
the  number  the  stevedore  would  need.  If  he  were  not  hired  at  one  shape, 
he  was  out  of  luck  because  he  could  not  get  to  another  shaping  place  in 
time  to  be  taken  on  there. 

TABLE  1 

HOURS  WORKED  BY  LONGSHOREMEN  EMPLOYED  BY  MEMBERS 

OF  THE  NEW  YORK  SHIPPING  ASSOCIATION* 

1949-1950 


Hours  Worked 

Number 
of  men 

Per  cent 
of  total 

2,000  and  over 

1,971 

5.4 

1,200  to  1,999 

9,140 

25.0 

700  to  1,199 

4,881 

13.4 

200  to      699 

5,431 

14.9 

100  to      199 

2,340 

6.4 

Under         100 

12,777 

34.9 

Total 

36,540 

100.0 

a  The  year  begins  October  1  and  ends  September  30.  Hours  worked  include  both  regular  and 
overtime.  Overtime  hours  constituted  26  per  cent  in  1949-50.    Board  of  Inquiry,  p.  S3. 

All  these  factors  taken  together,  then,  produce  the  over-all  surplus 
which  gluts  a  casual-labor  market.  The  process  is  intensified  if  the  job 
offers  a  high  hourly  wage  rate,  since  the  market  then  assumes  the  character 
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of  a  lottery.  The  possibility  of  high  earnings  for  a  few  hours'  or  a  few  days' 
work,  some  of  it  at  overtime  rates,  appears  to  many  workers  a  prize  worth 
taking  a  chance  on.  Under  these  circumstances,  a  small  proportion  of 
workers  are  more  or  less  regularly  employed,  with  the  remainder  taken  on 
in  a  haphazard  fashion.  Table  1  shows  that  the  typical  employment  pattern 
of  a  casual-labor  market  existed  on  the  New  York  waterfront.  The  dis- 
tribution of  the  longshoremen's  annual  earnings  (the  hourly  rate  was 
$1.88)  reflected  the  employment  pattern: 

TABLE  2 

ANNUAL  EARNINGS  OF  LONGSHOREMEN  EMPLOYED  BY  MEMBERS 

OF  THE  NEW  YORK  SHIPPING  AssociATioNa 

1949-1950 


Annual  earnings 
in  dollars 

Number 
of  men 

Per  cent 
of  total 

7,000  and  over 

32 

0.1 

5,000  to  6,999 

660 

1.8 

4,000  to  4,999 

2,519 

6.9 

3,000  to  3,999 

5,636 

15.4 

2,000  to  2,999 

4,958 

13.6 

1,000  to  1,999 

4,208 

11.5 

500  to     999 

2,822 

7.7 

Under     500 

15,705 

43.0 

Total 

36,540 

100.0 

&  The  earnings  figures  include  only  gross  wages  paid  by  members  of  the  NYSA  to  longshoremen. 
Board  oj  Inquiry,  p.  54. 

These  hours  and  earnings  data  point  up  the  cardinal  feature  of  the 
shape-up — unstable  and  insecure  employment.  The  way  men  were  picked 
in  the  shape-up  varied  from  one  section  of  the  port  to  another  and  from 
one  time  to  another,  but  never  was  there  a  firm  commitment  from  the 
employers  that  if  a  man  always  made  himself  available  to  one  employer  he 
could  build  up  a  real  property  right  in  his  job. 


Mechanics  of  the  Shape-up 

The  most  primitive  form  of  hiring  was  the  "open  shape,"  in  which  the 
hiring  foreman  made  up  longshore  gangs  by  picking  each  man  individu- 
ally from  the  shape-up.*  In  recent  years,  the  open  shape  was  seldom  used 
continuously,  but  where  some  other  form  was  used  the  men  would  some- 
times call  for  a  "new  pick,"  and  the  open  shape  would  then  exist  for  a  tune.4 


*  A  standard  longshore  gang  consisted  of  21  men:  1  gang  foreman;  4  deck  men 
(2  winch  operators,  1  hatch  tender,  1  extra  man  to  handle  gear  on  deck);  8  men  to 
work  in  the  hold;  8  men  to  work  on  the  dock. 
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The  most  commonly  used  variant  of  the  shape-up  involved  hiring  by 
"regular  gang."  Gang  members  were  classified  in  three  different  groups: 
the  deck  men,  who  were  the  most  highly  skilled;  the  hold  men;  and  the 
dock  men.  At  the  shape-up,  the  hiring  boss  called  out  "Number-1  deck 
gang!  Number-1  hold  gang!  Number-1  dock  gang!  Only  you  regular  men 
step  out!"  The  gang  foreman  then  took  them  to  the  Number  1  hold  of  the 
ship.  The  necessary  number  of  gangs  were  hired  first,  then  supplemented 
with  men  picked  as  individuals.  The  ILA  and  NYSA  asserted  that  80  per 
cent  of  hiring  was  carried  on  in  this  way,  and  that  membership  in  a  regular 
gang  assured  a  man  reasonable  continuity  of  employment,  but  the  findings 
of  the  Crime  Commission  greatly  discounted  this  assertion.5  Indeed,  if 
80  per  cent  of  hiring  were  actually  done  through  regular  gangs,  the  hours 
and  earnings  data  show  that  considerable  shifting  in  and  out  of  these  gangs 
took  place  and  it  is  a  reasonable  inference  that  many  workers  who  were 
replaced  relinquished  their  positions  involuntarily.  In  some  sections  of  the 
port  the  gang  foreman — who  was  appointed  by  the  company  on  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  hiring  foreman — could  replace  the  men  in  his  gang  at 
his  discretion.  In  other  sections,  gang  members  were  chosen  by  the  hiring 
foreman.  In  either  arrangement,  a  gang  member  had  no  formal  guarantee 
of  a  "right"  to  his  position  in  the  gang,  and  could  be  replaced  by  a  casual 
at  any  time. 

Two  other  forms  of  hiring  deserve  only  passing  comment  because  they 
were  used  only  infrequently.  Sometimes,  when  the  shape-up  failed  to  pro- 
vide enough  men,  a  hiring  foreman  would  call  a  local  union  office  for 
traveling  gangs.  This  occurred  on  the  East  Side  of  Manhattan,  where  the 
piers  are  scattered;  in  the  Columbia  Street  area  of  Brooklyn;  and  in  Jersey 
City  when  gangs  were  needed  at  Navy  bases  located  some  distance  from  the 
main  piers.  To  a  lesser  extent,  the  hiring  foreman  who  knew  that  a  ship 
would  be  at  his  pier  the  following  day  would  notify  the  business  agent  of  a 
local  that  a  certain  number  of  men  would  be  needed.  In  both  cases,  the 
shape-up  took  place  in  the  union  office  with  the  union  official  substituting 
for  the  hiring  boss.  In  view  of  the  character  of  the  union,  this  arrangement 
was  no  better  than  shaping-up  on  the  pier. 

Whatever  form  the  shape-up  took,  the  power  in  the  hands  of  the  person 
doing  the  hiring — whether  hiring  boss,  gang  foreman,  or  union  official — 
is  apparent.  In  any  casual-labor  market,  the  chronic  surplus  of  labor,  the 
low  earnings  of  most  workers,  and  the  intense  competition  for  jobs  com- 
bine to  give  the  man  in  charge  of  hiring  extraordinary  power.  When  he 
has  three  hundred  jobs  to  dispense  daily  and  sees  four  hundred  or  five 
hundred  men  waiting  to  be  hired  each  morning,  it  should  not  be  surprising 
if  he  succumbs  to  the  temptation  to  abuse  his  power  by  extorting  bribes 
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from  workers  in  return  for  jobs.  In  time,  the  hiring  agent — even  when  he 
is  a  representative  of  the  employer — is  likely  to  become  an  intermediary 
between  the  workers  and  the  employer,  putting  his  own  interests  first.  The 
labor  movement  has  long  recognized  this  danger.  When  workers  whose 
employment  is  casual  or  intermittent  organize  a  union,  usually  the  first 
item  on  their  agenda  is  to  establish  a  hiring  system  in  which  this  interme- 
diary function  has  no  place.  This  typically  involves  restricting  the  entry 
of  new  workers  into  the  labor  force  and  developing  some  device  for  a  fair 
and  impersonal  distribution  of  jobs  among  the  regular  workers .  *  The  ILA's 
course  of  action  in  this  respect  was  almost  unique  among  such  unions. 
Even  though  the  ILA  was  able  to  assure  its  members  preference  in  employ- 
ment as  early  as  1916 — indeed,  the  hiring  foreman  was  a  fellow  union 
member — the  union's  failure  to  protect  its  members  against  competitors 
in  the  shape-up  enabled  the  hiring  agent  to  retain  his  arbitrary  power.  This, 
in  turn,  gave  rise  to  abuses  of  that  power.  The  extent  of  these  is  unknown 
because  of  the  clandestine  atmosphere  in  which  they  took  place,  but  evi- 
dence of  an  amazing  variety  of  abuses  has  been  brought  to  light. 

Kickbacks 

Testimony  about  kickbacks  on  the  New  York  waterfront  has  been  contra- 
dictory. In  1951,  the  chairman  of  the  employers'  association  dismissed  the 
matter  as  follows: 

Accusations  have  been  made  for  years  that  the  kickback 
exists  on  the  waterfront  and  is  associated  with  the  shape-up.  I  do 
not  know  whether  this  is  true  or  not.  If  it  is  true,  the  properly 
constituted  authorities  should  have  prosecuted  the  guilty  persons 
and  thus  gradually  eliminated  the  practice.  I  cannot  recall  any 
instance  in  which  it  has  been  proved  that  the  kickback  exists.6 

Union  officials  expressed  a  similar  attitude: 

The  problem  of  kickbacks,  which  has  received  a  great  deal  of 
publicity  is,  in  this  industry  at  least,  largely  a  thing  of  the  past. 
With  a  strong  union  representing  his  interests,  no  longshoreman 
need  pay  a  kickback  for  a  job.7 

On  the  other  hand,  official  studies  from  1914  on  reported  the  extortion 
of  kickbacks  in  one  form  or  another.  Taken  together,  the  bits  and  pieces 
of  evidence  which  have  been  turned  up  suggest  that  the  payment  of  kick- 
backs was  widespread  either  in  direct  cash  payments  or  in  some  other  form. 


*  This  has  been  widely  practiced  by  the  maritime,  building-trades,  and  printing- 
trades  unions,  either  through  a  union  hiring  hall  or  some  similar  device. 
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One  ingenious  device  for  obtaining  kickbacks  was  the  "hiring  club."* 
The  way  the  clubs  operated  is  best  described  in  the  words  of  a  longshore- 
man: 

I  once  belonged  to  a  club.  I  had  to  give  the  club  a  dollar  a 
week.  The  club  operated  from  an  apartment  where  some  sharp 
operators  had  a  phone.  Some  clubs  worked  out  of  a  saloon  or  a 
store  front. 

Well,  anyhow,  we  would  get  to  the  club  at  6  A.M.  By  that  time 
the  fellow  who  ran  it  had  been  tipped  off  by  some  boss-friend  of 
his.  He  knew  where  there  was  work.  Then  he  shaped  us  in  the 
street.  He  made  up  gangs  and  sent  us  to  a  pier  for  work.  There 
you  pretend  to  shape-up  again  and  the  other  fellows  waiting 
there  think  they  have  a  chance.  But  they  don't. 

They  just  wasted  their  time  and  carfare.  The  boss  calls  for 
your  gang  and  you  go  out.  Then  at  the  end  of  the  week  the  boss 
splits  the  fees  with  the  fella  who  runs  the  club.8 

When  the  hiring  clubs  sent  men  to  the  piers  to  be  hired  as  individuals, 
various  means  were  used  to  identify  them  to  the  hiring  boss.  One  was 
the  "toothpick  gimmick"  where  men  who  were  set  up  by  the  club  held 
a  toothpick  in  a  particular  way  in  their  mouth  or  placed  it  behind  their 
ear.  One  hiring  club  reportedly  catered  to  nonunion  men  "because  they 
will  pay  the  highest  sums."0 

Sometimes  hiring  clubs  were  operated  by  the  hiring  foreman  himself. 
He  met  men  at  some  off-pier  rendezvous  to  collect  their  "dues,"  then 
went  through  the  motions  of  picking  them  again  in  the  shape-up  on  the 
dock.  Less  direct  payments  to  the  hiring  foreman  included,  for  example, 
buying  him  a  pint  of  whiskey  now  and  then,  or  taking  him  to  a  water- 
front bar  for  a  few  drinks  at  the  end  of  the  shift.  On  some  piers,  the  hiring 
boss  periodically  took  up  a  collection  for  his  "favorite  charity."  Gang 
foremen,  as  well  as  hiring  foremen,  extorted  kickbacks  in  various  ways, 
sometimes  mixing  business  with  pleasure: 

A  hatch-boss  (gang  boss)  .  .  .  may  have  a  gambling  game 
in  his  home.  The  fellows  who  work  in  his  gang  must  play  the 
game.  The  fellows  who  play  most,  lose  most,  and  buy  most  of 
the  boss's  booze — well,  that  man  is  sure  of  a  steady  place  in  the 
shape-up.10 

Another  practice  which  was  often  a  thinly  disguised  kickback  was  that  of 
loan  sharking  on  the  piers.  Because  of  low  earnings  and  unstable  employ- 


*  The  use  of  hiring  clubs  was  exposed  when  charges  that  the  clubs  discriminated 
on  racial  grounds  were  filed  a  few  years  ago  with  the  New  York  State  Commission 
Against  Discrimination.  The  commission  investigated  them  under  its  power  to  regu- 
late employment  agencies,  but  the  matter  was  dropped  for  lack  of  evidence  that  the 
clubs  actually  discriminated. 
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ment,  many  longshoremen  periodically  needed  to  borrow  money.  Re- 
garded as  poor  credit  risks  by  banks,  they  became  the  prey  of  waterfront 
loan  sharks  whose  rate  of  interest  was  typically  10  per  cent  per  week — 
520  per  cent  per  year.*  On  some  piers,  the  hiring  foreman  awarded  the 
lending  concession  to  a  particular  loan  shark  in  return  for  an  agreement 
that  he  would  kick  back  part  of  his  income  to  the  foreman.  The  foreman 
then  had  a  vested  interest  in  hiring  men  who  had  borrowed  money  from 
the  loan  shark,  and  some  longshoremen  purposely  borrowed  money  even 
when  they  didn't  need  it  to  ensure  being  picked  hi  the  shape-up. 

Still  another  form  of  tribute  was  the  requirement  that  men  place  bets 
with  the  man  who  had  the  bookmaking  or  numbers  concession.  A  long- 
shoreman has  described  this  practice: 

The  pier  steward's  brother  is  a  checker,  has  never  checked  in 
his  life  but  does  get  placed.  From  the  time  he  goes  on  the  pier 
all  he  does  is  make  book.  Believe  me,  it  is  just  too  bad  if  you  do 
not  place  a  bet.  Then  at  noon  hour  as  we  check  out  there  is  an- 
other criminal  standing  at  the  gate  and  he  takes  the  numbers. 
You  have  to  play  at  least  $1.00."" 

In  some  instances,  loan  sharks  and  bookmakers  enlisted  the  cooperation 
of  higher  company  officials  as  well  as  the  hiring  foreman.  One  bookie 
testified  in  1953  that  he  had  arranged  with  supervisory  personnel  to  be  put 
on  the  payroll,  although  he  performed  no  work,  so  that  he  would  have 
the  run  of  the  docks  and  an  alibi  if  police  questioned  his  presence  there. 
Subsequently,  he  made  arrangements  with  the  dock  manager  to  pick  up 
the  pay  envelopes  of  longshoremen  who  owed  him  money.18 

Still  another  thinly  disguised  kickback  was  the  "testimonial  dinner." 
Through  collusion  between  hiring  foremen  and  union  officials,  tickets  for 
banquets  in  honor  of  ILA  officials  were  sold  to  longshoremen  (and  em- 
ployers) at  prices  which  left  a  comfortable  margin  of  profit.  The  annual 
affairs  of  the  Joseph  P.  Ryan  Association  were  mentioned  in  the  pre- 
ceding chapter,  but  the  practice  was  not  confined  to  Ryan.  Other  such 
affairs  received  little  publicity,  but  in  the  late  1930's  and  early  1940's  such 
ILA  officials  as  Gene  Sampson  and  Thomas  Gleason,  business  agent  of 
Local  1346,  ran  their  own  testimonial  dinners.13  More  recently,  Anthony 
Marchitto,  then  business  agent  of  Local  1247,  organized  a  dinner  for  which 
2,800  tickets  were  sold  at  $7.50  each.f 

*  In  1950,  a  Brooklyn  longshoreman  testified  that  he  had  borrowed  $100  from  a 
loan  shark  in  February.  By  October,  he  had  paid  $360  in  interest  and  still  owed  the 
principal.  Brooklyn  Eagle,  Oct.  28,  1950. 

f  Jersey  Journal,  Oct.  8,  1951.  One  of  the  guests  at  the  dinner  was  Jersey  City 
Mayor  Kenny  who  included  in  his  speech  a  testimonial  to  Marchitto  as  "the  type 
of  labor  leader  I'd  like  to  see  in  all  labor  organizations."  New  York  Times,  Oct. 
8,  1951. 
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Payroll  Padding 

The  chaos  of  the  shape-up,  coupled  with  the  method  of  wage  payment 
used  on  the  waterfront,  facilitated  another  highly  lucrative  scheme — 
padding  the  company  payroll  with  fictitious  names.  When  longshoremen 
were  picked  in  the  shape-up,  they  were  given  a  brass  check  about  the  size 
of  a  quarter  with  the  name  of  the  stevedoring  firm  and  a  number  stamped 
on  it.  As  they  filed  through  the  dock  gate  on  their  way  to  work,  they  showed 
the  check  to  the  timekeeper  who  recorded  that  they  were  working.  Checks 
numbered  within  a  certain  range  were  used  for  particular  ships.  There  was 
no  central  paying  office,  so  on  pay  days  the  men  went  to  the  piers  where 
they  had  worked  and  turned  in  the  brass  checks  in  exchange  for  their  pay 
envelopes.  Payment  was  in  cash,  with  any  deductions  itemized  on  the 
envelope.  The  brass  checks  could  be  presented  by  the  longshoreman  him- 
self or  by  some  other  person.* 

Payroll  padding  seems  to  have  been  of  three  main  types.  The  type  which 
received  the  most  attention  from  the  Crime  Commission  involved  top 
company  officials  putting  "phantoms"  on  the  payroll  who  guaranteed  to 
keep  them  out  of  trouble  with  the  union.  This  was  merely  one  method  of 
buying  off  union  officials  and  can  hardly  be  attributed  to  the  hiring  system 
— an  employer  can  engage  in  this  practice  regardless  of  the  hiring  system 
in  use.f  The  second  type  of  payroll  padding  was  described  hi  the  discussion 
of  loan  sharking  and  bookmaking.  The  hiring  of  loan  sharks  and  bookies 
with  the  approval  of  top  company  officials  was  not  directly  related  to  the 
hiring  system,  but  where  the  arrangement  was  restricted  to  the  hiring  fore- 
man and  the  concessionaire  it  was  clearly  made  possible  through  the  hiring 
foreman's  broad  powers  in  choosing  the  work  force.  The  third  type  of 
payroll  padding — "short-ganging" — depended  for  success  completely  on 
the  shape-up.  Short-ganging  required  a  close  working  relationship  between 
the  hiring  foreman  and  the  timekeeper;  and  the  union  representative,  who 
closed  his  eyes  to  the  fact  that  the  contract  called  for  gangs  of  21  men. 
The  hiring  foreman  picked  less  than  a  full  gang — usually  15  or  16  men — 
but  the  timekeeper  recorded  a  full  21  names  on  his  records,  using  spurious 
social  security  numbers.^  On  pay  day,  the  extra  brass  checks  were  turned 

*  Recognizing  that  the  looseness  of  this  method  of  payment  encouraged  payroll 
padding  and  other  irregularities,  the  Crime  Commission  recommended  in  its  pro- 
posed statute  that  all  dock  workers  be  paid  by  check. 

t  The  Crime  Commission  reported  the  cases  of  two  such  phantoms  on  the  payroll 
of  the  Huron  Stevedoring  Corporation:  James  O'Connor,  a  business  agent  of  Local 
791,  who  received  $18,000  over  a  six-year  period;  and  Timothy  O'Mara  who  received 
more  than  $25,000  in  eight  years.  O'Mara  was  not  a  union  official  but  was  reported 
to  have  been  "fairly  successful  in  preventing  strikes." 

J  Some  longshoremen  carried  as  many  as  half  a  dozen  different  social  security 
cards  taken  out  in  the  names  of  members  of  their  families.  These  extra  numbers 
could  be  used  by  the  timekeeper. 
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in  and  the  money  in  the  extra  pay  envelopes  divided  among  the  foreman, 
the  timekeeper,  and  the  union  official.  Short-ganging  seems  to  have  been 
most  prevalent  in  the  Hoboken  area  but  examples  of  the  practice  were  re- 
ported in  other  sections  of  the  port  as  well. 

Ship  Jumpers 

Another  profitable  operation  made  possible  by  the  shape-up  was  the  hiring 
of  ship  jumpers — the  waterfront  counterpart  of  the  "wetback"  in  agri- 
culture. For  more  than  two  decades  a  trickle  of  men  entered  the  United 
States  illegally  by  jumping  ship  in  New  York,  many  of  them  finding  work 
as  longshoremen.  A  substantial  percentage  of  the  ship  jumpers  came  from 
one  town  in  Italy,  and  there  are  indications  that  before  their  departure 
they  were  given  assurances  that  they  would  be  able  to  get  jobs  on  the 
Hoboken  docks  where  Italian  was  the  common  language  among  most  of 
the  workers.  Upon  arrival  in  New  York,  the  men  contacted  an  ILA  official 
in  Hoboken  who  took  them  to  prearranged  lodgings  and,  within  a  day  or 
two,  escorted  them  to  a  pier  where  the  hiring  foreman  was  alerted  to  pick 
them  in  the  shape-up.14 

The  hiring  of  ship  jumpers  was  lucrative  in  several  ways.  When  they 
received  their  brass  checks,  they  turned  them  over  to  the  contact  man  who 
collected  their  pay  for  them  and  gave  them  what  was  left  after  making 
deductions  for  "room  and  board."  Ship  jumpers  also  provided  him  with 
a  market  for  the  illicit  sale  of  union  memberships  in  a  local  which  had 
not  held  a  meeting  for  the  preceding  ten  years.  *  When  a  group  of  ship  jump- 
ers were  picked  up  on  Hoboken  piers  in  June,  1951,  all  of  them — includ- 
ing one  man  who  had  been  in  the  country  only  three  days — were  wearing 
union  buttons. f  But  the  most  lucrative  source  of  income  provided  by  ship 
jumpers  came  from  using  them  in  short  gangs  where  they  could  easily  be 
subjected  to  speed-up  conditions  through  threats  of  exposure  and  deporta- 
tion. When  carried  on  for  any  length  of  time,  their  use  in  short  gangs  could 
be  highly  profitable.^ 

Political  Patronage 

The  high  turnover  of  workers  on  the  waterfront  made  possible  another 
practice  which  normally  would  not  be  considered  in  a  discussion  of  a  hiring 

*  The  official  set  $59.50  as  the  standard  initiation  fee.  The  regular  fee  was  $50. 

t  The  raid  was  conducted  by  New  Jersey  police  with  the  support  of  the  U.S.  Im- 
migration Service.  The  director  of  the  immigration  service  was  reported  as  saying  that 
he  did  not  initiate  the  raid  but  had  been  asked  by  New  Jersey  officials  to  aid  in  the 
roundup.  New  York  Daily  Mirror,  June  13,  1951.  No  roundups  were  reported  in 
1952,  but  two  successful  raids  were  made  in  Hoboken  in  1953. 

$  For  example,  if  five  regular  gangs  of  21  men  each  were  used  to  load  a  ship,  105 
men  would  be  required.  But  if  each  gang  were  five  men  short,  the  wages  of  25  men 
($420)  would  be  "saved"  a  day.  Over  a  five-day  week,  the  "saving"  would  be  $2,100. 
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system.  This  was  the  use  of  waterfront  jobs  for  political  pay-offs.  The 
extent  to  which  the  waterfront  served  as  a  source  of  political  patronage  is 
uncertain,  but  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  did  serve  such  a  function.  The 
Joseph  P.  Ryan  Association  operated  partly  as  a  medium  through  which 
policemen  were  given  weekend  work  on  the  waterfront,  and  in  Hoboken 
public  loading  concessions  were  at  one  time  awarded  by  the  mayor  and 
the  public-safety  commissioner.  In  1952,  a  senate  committee  investigating 
the  preparedness  program  found  hiring  foremen  at  the  Claremont  Termi- 
nal in  Jersey  City  helping  public  officials  pay  off  their  political  debts  in  a 
wholesale  manner: 

They  would  select  almost  anyone  recommended  by  local  poli- 
ticians without  regard  to  qualifications.  The  committee  has 
received  from  the  New  York  City  Anti-Crime  Committee,  Inc., 
a  list  of  approximately  500  names,  indexed  by  wards,  alleged 
to  have  been  given  to  one  Tony  Marchitto,  a  hiring  boss,  by  an 
official  of  Jersey  City.  We  were  also  furnished  by  the  Anti-Crime 
Committee  copies  of  approximately  100  calling  cards  of  local 
officials  with  inscribed  messages  introducing  their  friends  to  the 
hiring  bosses.  The  cards  in  nearly  all  instances  were  addressed 
to  Marchitto  or  one  August  D.  Acuitis,  hiring  bosses,  recom- 
mending the  bearer  as  "O.K."13 

One  recipient  of  this  patronage  testified  that  he  received  a  job  paying 
$125  a  week.  Jobs  at  Claremont  Terminal  were  used  for  patronage  pur- 
poses throughout  1951,  but  the  arrangement  was  terminated  in  the  spring 
of  1952  because  of  a  disagreement  between  New  Jersey  politicians  and 
local  ILA  officials.16 

Organized  Theft 

Some  pilferage  seems  to  be  inevitably  associated  with  longshoring,  ware- 
housing, and  trucking,  but  the  volume  of  cargo  stolen  on  New  York  piers 
reached  proportions  which  could  only  be  explained  by  the  operation  of 
organized  gangs  engaging  in  large-scale  theft.  New  York  employers  and 
insurance  companies  have  declined  to  make  public  statistics  on  the  extent 
of  theft  on  the  New  York  waterfront  but  the  Crime  Commission  reported 
that  conservative  estimates  were  $5,186,465  for  1948;  $3,942,428  for 
1949;  and  $3,995,130  for  1950.*  A  statement  by  the  president  of  the 
NYSA  indicates  the  magnitude  of  the  problem: 

Theft  and  pilferage  in  this  port  reached  such  proportions  that 
steamship  operators,  insurance  companies  and  other  allied 


*  Fourth  Report  of  Crime  Commission,  p.  59.  According  to  a  1953  report  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Preparedness,  insurance  rates  "are  25  per  cent  additional  on 
cargoes  consigned  to  the  New  York  area."  U.S.  Congress,  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Preparedness  .  .  .  Investigation  of  the  Preparedness  Program,  p.  14. 
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industries  found  it  necessary  to  establish  a  bureau,  known  pres- 
ently as  the  Security  Bureau,  Inc.,  to  aid  in  the  suppression  of 
these  unlawful  activities." 

The  Security  Bureau  was  established  in  1947,  and  the  task  which  con- 
fronted it  is  reflected  in  the  following  examples:  In  1948,  after  suffering 
heavy  losses  from  theft,  the  Grace  Line  moved  its  operations  from  Pier  3 
in  Hoboken  to  a  Manhattan  pier.  The  Isbrandtsen  Line  subsequently  occu- 
pied Pier  3  but  moved  out  in  1950,  also  giving  excessive  pilferage  as  the 
reason.  An  investigation  into  waterfront  conditions  was  touched  off  in 
1948  when  it  was  discovered  that  the  reason  for  New  York  City's  inability 
to  rent  Piers  42,  45,  and  46  in  Manhattan  was  the  extraordinary  amount 
of  cargo  stolen  on  these  piers.18  The  very  nature  of  some  of  these  thefts 
places  them  well  outside  the  normal  losses  usually  suffered  by  shipping 
concerns.  For  example,  an  official  of  the  United  States  Lines  who  was  tes- 
tifying about  pilferage  on  Pier  46  was  asked: 

Q.  How  about  steel;  were  there  ten  tons  of  steel  stolen  from 
that  pier?  A.  That  was  the  most  remarkable  case  of  pilfer- 
age. It  was  remarkable  how  one  could  get  away  with  it.19 

No  clear  connection  can  be  established  between  the  shape-up  and  the 
apparent  ease  with  which  ten  tons  of  steel  were  spirited  off  a  pier,  and  I 
am  not  familiar  with  any  actual  proof  that  any  hiring  foreman  in  New  York 
was  involved  in  any  such  thefts.  Nonetheless,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume 
that  a  man  who  was  attracted  to  the  job  of  hiring  foreman  because  of  the 
many  opportunities  to  get  his  cut  from  kickbacks,  loan  sharks,  payroll 
padding,  and  working  illegal  immigrants  under  speed-up  conditions,  would 
not  draw  the  line  at  working  with  a  gang  organized  to  commit  robbery  on 
the  piers.  Hiring  foremen  were  in  a  key  position  to  give  criminals  access 
to  the  cargo,  and  it  is  difficult  to  picture  how  some  robberies  could  have 
been  carried  out  without  cooperation  from  such  key  men. 

It  is  also  reasonable  to  assume  that  the  demoralizing  effect  of  other 
waterfront  practices  on  the  longshoremen  made  them  feel  no  personal 
responsibility  for  trying  to  prevent  any  thefts  they  saw  taking  place.  The 
atmosphere  of  lawlessness  which  the  shape-up  brought  into  the  industry 
would  appear  to  have  encouraged  organized  theft  and  to  have  placed  no 
social  strictures  on  men  engaging  in  as  much  pilferage  of  cargo  as  they 
could  successfully  manage. 

The  total  picture  of  the  shape-up  and  the  intolerable  conditions  associ- 
ated with  it  make  it  abundantly  clear  that  the  old  hiring  system  had  to  be 
discarded  before  any  real  reforms  were  possible.  But  a  question  as  yet 
not  fully  answered  is,  why  wasn't  the  shape-up  abolished  long  ago? 
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Who  Wanted  the  Shape-up? 


The  Frauds  of  New  York  and  the  Aristocrats 
Who  Sustain  Them. — Waterfront  expos6x 


To  survive,  a  social  institution  must  satisfy  the  interests  of  some  group 
or  groups.  Obviously  the  employers  and  workers  have  an  interest  in  how 
a  hiring  system  works;  further,  a  union  has  institutional  needs  of  its  own 
which  can  be  affected  by  the  hiring  system;  and,  finally,  the  community 
has  an  interest  in  the  result  produced  by  the  system. 

One  way  to  discover  why  the  shape-up  survived  as  long  as  it  did,  is  to 
set  up  a  check  list  of  what  each  of  these  groups  expects  from  a  hiring 
system  and  then  see  how  close  the  shape-up  came  to  meeting  these  require- 
ments. This  test  will  reveal  who  had  a  vested  interest  hi  preserving  the 
shape-up. 

The  Employers 

Employers  are  primarily  interested  in  operating  as  efficiently  and  economi- 
cally as  possible.  To  satisfy  their  interests  a  hiring  system  should  provide 
them  with  an  adequate  supply  ©f  labor.  In  a  labor  market  where  the  labor 
requirements  of  particular  employers  fluctuate  widely  and  at  different 
times  from  those  of  others,  the  hiring  system  either  should  provide  a  labor 
force  large  enough  to  meet  peak  needs  of  all  employers  at  all  times,  or 
it  should  permit  enough  mobility  so  that  shortages  of  labor  do  not  exist 
in  some  sections  of  the  market  concurrently  with  surpluses  in  others.  An 
adequate  supply  also  requires  a  labor  force  of  enough  workers  with  dif- 
ferent skills  and  abilities  to  fill  all  jobs.  Besides,  employers  want  to 
hire  their  workers  on  terms  which  are  not  laid  down  unilaterally  by  some- 
body else,  but  on  terms  which  are  at  least  the  product  of  joint  employer- 
union  determination. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is  whether  the  shape-up  provided 
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New  York  employers  with  enough  workers  in  both  normal  and  peak 
periods.  It  clearly  did — the  most  striking  feature  of  the  system  was  its 
chronic  surplus  of  labor.  In  1951,  the  chairman  of  the  NYSA  reported 
the  employers'  essential  satisfaction  with  this  aspect  of  the  shape-up: 

The  shape-up  in  this  Port  has  been  found  by  the  Employers 
and  the  Union  best  fitted  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  industry  .  .  . 

There  is  an  adequate  and  experienced  group  of  longshore- 
men, clerks,  checkers,  etc.,  to  supply  the  ordinary  needs  of  this 
Port.  Employers  prefer  to  employ  these  men  because  they  are 
familiar  with  the  waterfront  industry. 

There  are  peak  periods,  however,  when  the  number  of  these 
men  is  insufficient  and  it  becomes  necessary  to  employ  addi- 
tional men  from  any  source  available.  The  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  recognizes  this  employer  problem.2 

It  is  difficult  to  determine  whether  the  shape-up  provided  enough  mo- 
bility of  labor  to  preclude  shortages  in  some  sections  of  the  port  while 
a  surplus  existed  in  others.  Various  outside  investigators  reported  that  the 
labor  force  would  not  be  efficiently  distributed  when  port  activity  was 
unusually  heavy.  On  the  other  hand,  none  of  the  employers  themselves 
considered  local  shortages  to  be  a  problem.  Evidently  the  methods  they 
used  to  induce  longshoremen  to  make  themselves  available  at  the  same 
pier  were  reasonably  effective  under  most  circumstances.  In  the  few  sec- 
tions of  the  port  where  piers  are  located  at  some  distance  from  each  other, 
any  temporary  labor  shortages  seem  to  have  been  adjusted  by  the  employ- 
ment of  traveling  gangs,  and  the  limited  need  for  these  gangs  indicates  that 
local  shortages  occurred  only  infrequently.  Apparently,  the  shape-up 
created  not  only  a  chronic  surplus  in  the  port  as  a  whole  but  also  a  surplus 
in  each  separate  area  large  enough  to  meet  most  peak  needs.  These  circum- 
stances made  it  unnecessary  for  the  hiring  system  to  provide  any  additional 
machinery  for  allocating  the  labor  force  throughout  the  port. 

One  might  expect  that  a  shape-up  should  fail  to  provide  employers 
with  enough  skilled  workers,  but  this  is  contradicted  by  the  evidence. 
Employers  were  able  to  obtain  enough  men  in  the  various  skilled  categories 
— hatch  tenders,  winch  drivers,  even  gang  foremen — to  obviate  the  neces- 
sity of  hiring  them  on  a  more  permanent  basis  than  by  the  day.  These  men 
must  have  been  assured  more  consistent  employment  in  the  "regular 
gangs"  than  the  unskilled  men  who  worked  in  the  hold  and  on  the  dock, 
and  were  undoubtedly  the  group  the  chairman  of  the  employers'  associa- 
tion had  in  mind  when  he  spoke  of  "regular  employees  who  obtain  steady 
work  throughout  the  year."  It  would  appear  that  the  shape-up  produced 
gradually  enough  skilled  men  to  meet  all  emergencies  merely  through 
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their  learning  on  the  job,  because  New  York  employers  never  found  it 
necessary  to  institute  any  sort  of  training  program — not  even  during  World 
War  II  when  most  industries  were  confronted  with  shortages  of  skilled 
workers  and  met  the  problem  by  setting  up  training  programs.  In  any 
event,  the  employers  never  expressed  dissatisfaction  over  the  number  of 
skilled  men  they  were  able  to  obtain  through  the  shape-up. 

Most  employers  are  vitally  interested  in  hiring  dependable  workers. 
Here  at  least  we  would  expect  to  find  in  the  record  severe  indictments  of 
the  shape-up  by  the  NYSA,  or  at  least  by  individual  employers.  Surpris- 
ingly, it  was  not  until  1951  that  they  protested  against  the  quality  of 
workers  they  were  forced  to  hire.  In  his  minority  report  as  a  member 
of  the  mayor's  joint  committee  investigating  the  decline  in  port  business, 
the  head  of  the  employers'  association  qualified  his  over-all  satisfaction 
with  the  shape-up  in  these  remarks: 

Under  existing  collective  bargaining  agreements  foreman 
stevedores  shall  be  selected  solely  by  the  employer.  Despite  this 
provision,  the  Union  insists  that  the  foreman  stevedore  and  key 
men,  before  being  employed,  be  approved  by  them.  Thus  the 
employee  actually  becomes  the  selectee  of  the  Union. 

The  Employer  should  not  be  deprived,  under  any  circum- 
stances, of  the  right  to  select  his  foreman  stevedore  .  .  .3 

This  criticism  suggests  an  ambivalent  attitude.  Employers  supported 
the  shape-up  apparently  because  it  kept  their  labor  costs  low — assuring  a 
high  rate  of  production  from  the  men  who  were  hired  because  of  the  con- 
stant threat  of  "the  men  at  the  gate."  Employers  apparently  felt  that  this 
advantage  more  than  offset  the  disadvantages  of  placing  so  much  arbitrary 
power  hi  the  hands  of  the  hiring  boss  that  the  job  attracted  men  who  used 
it  for  their  own  personal  gain — foremen  picking  workers  who  paid  the 
biggest  kickback  rather  than  those  best  able  to  do  the  job.  The  employers' 
cordial  cooperation  with  the  ILA  was  presumably  based  on  a  belief  that 
such  action  would  also  keep  their  labor  costs  low,  even  though  they  saw 
the  union  falling  more  and  more  under  the  influence  of  hoodlums  and 
racketeers.  Even  where  foremen  were  forced  on  stevedoring  concerns, 
employer  representatives  later  commented  favorably  on  the  way  such 
foremen  "get  work  out  of  the  men."*  And  by  voluntarily  recruiting  as  fore- 
men men  whose  principal  qualifications  seemed  to  be  their  criminal  rec- 


*  Frank  Nolan,  then  president  of  the  Jarka  Stevedoring  Corporation,  who  had 
originally  protested  against  hiring  Anthony  Anastasia,  told  the  Kefauver  Committee 
in  1951 :  "I  am  quite  satisfied  with  his  services  and  ability.  He  is  resourceful  and  tire- 
less on  the  job.  He  preserves  discipline  and  good  order  on  the  part  of  the  men." 
Compass,  Dec.  4,  1951 
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ords,  employers  further  contributed  to  the  possibility  that  hiring  foremen 
would  become  key  figures  in  the  operation  of  petty  rackets  and  large- 
scale  thefts.  Because  of  these  conditions — which  were  in  part,  at  least,  of 
their  own  making — it  was  inevitable  that  employers  would  be  increasingly 
circumscribed  in  their  freedom  to  select  their  hiring  foremen.  Since  the 
NYSA  did  not  publicly  criticize  the  union  for  this  usurpation  of  manage- 
ment functions  until  the  ILA  hierarchy  lost  their  effectiveness  at  "keeping 
the  men  in  line,"  it  must  be  concluded  that  most  employers  considered  the 
disadvantages  of  not  being  able  to  select  their  own  hiring  foremen  to  be 
of  relatively  minor  importance.* 

Employers  naturally  don't  wish  to  have  wage  rates  and  other  labor 
costs  imposed  upon  them  by  someone  else.  Their  first  preference  would 
be  to  set  these  terms  themselves  but,  where  collective  bargaining  exists, 
most  employers  are  reasonably  satisfied  with  joint  union-employer  deter- 
mination. Between  1916  and  1945,  the  amicable  nature  of  collective  bar- 
gaining and  the  union's  modest  demands  resulted  in  contract  provisions 
eminently  satisfactory  for  the  employers  on  the  New  York  waterfront. 
In  1945,  a  leading  stevedore  in  the  port  described  the  bargaining  relation- 
ship: "We  call  Ryan  in  once  a  year  or  so  and  say,  'Joe,  how  much  of  a  raise 
do  you  need  to  keep  the  boys  in  line?'  "4  It  is  true,  of  course,  that  the 
contract  contained  a  clause  which  as  a  practical  matter  gave  union  mem- 
bers preference  of  employment,  but  the  ILA  did  not  insist  on  its  enforce- 
ment. Without  job  security,  rank-and-file  longshoremen  were  unable  to 
insist  on  their  rights  under  the  contract.  Consequently,  no  effective  pres- 
sure was  exerted  on  employers  to  establish  grievance  machinery  or  strictly 
observed  safety  procedures  (indeed,  the  union  insisted  that  a  safety  code 
did  not  belong  in  a  collective  bargaining  agreement5),  or  even  to  live  up 
to  the  contract  by  hiring  full  gangs.  Insistence  on  all  of  these  would,  of 
course,  have  increased  the  employers'  labor  costs. 

After  World  War  II,  however,  the  balance  of  power  began  to  shift 
against  the  employers.  On  top  of  their  increasing  inability  to  select  their 
own  hiring  foremen  and  the  necessity  of  making  substantial  expenditures 
for  protection  against  theft,  they  were  subjected  to  the  harassment  of  a 
rash  of  wildcat  strikes,  the  causes  of  which  were  traceable  directly  to  the 
shape-up.  Taken  together,  these  work  stoppages  constituted  a  severe  cur- 
tailment of  the  employers'  ability  to  control  their  operations.  It  is  signifi- 
cant that  one  of  the  few  criticisms  of  the  collective  bargaining  relationship 
ever  voiced  by  the  NYSA  was  concerned  with  these  work  stoppages: 

*  I  interviewed  one  employer  in  1952  who  was  seriously  concerned  about  this 
problem  and  criticized  other  practices  associated  with  the  shape-up.  When  asked 
what  he  had  done  to  correct  the  situation,  he  threw  up  his  hands  and  replied,  "What 
can  one  man  do?" 
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The  employers  are  alarmed  at  the  increasing  number  of  work 
stoppages.  Men  have  walked  off  piers  in  all  parts  of  the  Port  in 
an  effort  to  win  concessions  or  correct  alleged  grievances  with- 
out utilizing  the  adjustment  machinery  provided  for  under  the 
agreement.  Employers  have  suffered  serious  losses  because  of 
such  work  stoppages  and  the  reputation  of  the  Port  has  been 
considerably  injured  .  .  .* 

This  complaint  was  made  to  the  board  of  inquiry  investigating  the  1951 
strike.  Actually,  the  remedy  for  these  strikes  was  at  least  partially  available 
to  the  employers  had  they  been  willing  to  participate  in  collective  bargain- 
ing as  fully  as  have  employers  in  other  unionized  industries.  As  the  board 
pointed  out,  it  is  not  enough  merely  to  include  a  clause  in  an  agreement — 
adjustment  machinery  to  be  meaningful  must  be  put  into  practice  by 
setting  up  grievance  committees,  composed  of  union  and  employer  mem- 
bers, which  really  function. 

The  Board's  investigation  reveals  that  there  has  been  a  long- 
standing complaint  that  individual  union  members  are  unable 
to  assert  their  rights  under  the  contract  with  respect  to  having 
then-  grievances  taken  up  in  the  proper  manner  .  .  .  The 
history  of  work  stoppages  caused  by  grievances  appears  to  con- 
firm this  .  .  .  The  evidence  shows  that  one  of  the  causes  and 
circumstances  surrounding  the  recent  strike  is  the  inadequacy 
of  grievance  machinery.7 

Table  3  shows  some  strikes  to  which  the  employers  referred.  It  is  notable 
that,  of  all  disputes  listed  on  the  table,  the  only  work  stoppage  which  was 
termed  "official"  by  the  union  was  the  strike  in  November,  1948. 

Another  aspect  of  the  environment  which  became  increasingly  annoying 
to  employers  was  their  custom  of  making  sizable  financial  contributions 
to  ILA  officials.  According  to  the  Crime  Commission,  the  total  amount 
paid  by  employers  to  these  union  officers  from  1947  to  1952  was  at  least 
$182,000.*  This  raises  two  questions:  (a)  Did  these  payments  represent 
extortion  from  employers  by  union  officials,  or  domination  of  the  union 
by  employers?  (b)  Was  the  practice  traceable  to  the  hiring  system? 
The  second  question  is  particularly  pertinent  for  our  purposes. 

Some  employers  admitted  that  their  motives  in  making  these  payments 
were  to  buy  off  the  union,  and  it  must  be  conceded  that  $36,000  or  so  a 


*  New  York  Times,  Dec.  28,  1952.  Even  the  U.S.  Treasury  made  a  modest  contri- 
bution. In  1953  the  federal  maritime  administration  disclosed  the  fact  that  "three 
subsidized  shipping  lines  paid  $64,824  to  New  York  waterfront  labor  racketeers 
during  the  period  in  which  the  companies  received  about  $54,000,000  from  the  Gov- 
ernment." New  York  Times,  March  11,  1953. 
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year  would  have  been  a  low  price  to  pay  for  a  union  as  cooperative  as  the 
ILA.*  Other  employers  testified  that  payments  were  extorted  from  them 
"to  assure  a  sufficient  supply  of  labor,"  "to  prevent  quickie  strikes," 
"because  I  want  peace  on  the  waterfront."f  Whether  this  practice  is  a 
result  of  the  hiring  system  depends  upon  the  interpretation  one  accepts  of 
the  nature  of  these  payments.  If  they  did  represent  company  domination 
of  the  union,  the  practice  was  clearly  related  to  the  shape-up,  because  the 
hiring  system  had  contributed  to  the  corruption  of  the  union  and  made 
officials  more  susceptible  to  accepting  bribes  from  employers.  But  if  the 
second  interpretation  is  correct — that  the  payments  were  extorted  by 
powerful  union  officials — the  practice  was  not  necessarily  related  to  the 
shape-up,  because  a  powerful  but  unscrupulous  union  official  in  any  indus- 
try might  be  able  to  extort  such  payments  regardless  of  the  hiring  system 
used  in  the  industry.  To  know  with  certainty  which  interpretation  is  cor- 
rect would  require  a  more  intimate  knowledge  of  how  the  employers  them- 
selves viewed  the  matter.  Nevertheless,  it  can  be  surmised  that  even  when 
these  payments  were  added  to  the  industry's  payroll  (in  proportion  to 
which  they  were,  after  all,  a  negligible  fraction),  the  shape-up  for  many 
years  provided  New  York  employers  with  low  labor  costs — which  was 
their  primary  interest.  It  is  likely  that  the  employers  began  to  regard  these 
payments  as  exorbitant  only  when  they  failed  to  keep  labor  costs  down 
and  to  prevent  "quickies"  and  port-wide  strikes. 

When  the  shape-up  was  outlawed  hi  1953,  it  was  still  providing  em- 
ployers with  an  adequate  supply  of  labor,  both  quantitatively  and  quali- 
tatively, although  the  terms  on  which  men  could  be  hired  were  increasingly 
being  imposed  on  employers  unilaterally.  It  is  significant  that  even  though 
the  system  was  beginning  to  break  down,  and  despite  the  growing  diversion 
of  cargo  from  the  port,  New  York  employers  insisted  on  keeping  the 
shape-up;  and  it  was  not  until  threatened  with  government  intervention 
that  they  proposed  basic  changes.  We  can  safely  conclude  that,  in  general, 


*  In  the  parlance  of  economics,  it  might  even  be  argued  that  ILA  officials  were 
"exploited"  by  the  employers  in  the  sense  that  the  payments  were  less  than  the  value 
of  their  marginal  product. 

fThe  case  for  extortion  is  weakened  by  the  failure  of  employers,  either  individually 
or  through  their  association,  to  bring  any  complaints  to  the  attention  of  law-enforce- 
ment officials.  Only  after  the  Crime  Commission's  investigations  were  under  way  did 
one  stevedore  charge  an  ILA  official  with  extorting  $2,000 — the  total  wages  paid  a 
hiring  foreman  the  union  had  forced  on  him.  New  York  Times,  Dec.  22,  1952.  An- 
other case  clearly  involving  extortion  was  aired  in  the  Crime  Commission's  hearings. 
In  1950,  a  group  of  importers  had  been  forced  to  pay  $70,000  to  certain  ILA  officials 
in  order  to  secure  delivery  of  two  shipments  of  furs  from  Russia.  Unloading  of  the 
$2,000,000  cargo  had  been  held  up  by  the  ILA  officials  who  had  persuaded  the  long- 
shoremen not  to  handle  shipments  of  Russian  furs  for  "patriotic  reasons."  Fourth 
Report  of  Crime  Commission,  p.  25. 
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the  shape-up  was  satisfactory  to  them  and  that  they  had  a  vested  interest 
in  preserving  it. 

The  Longshoremen 

For  workers,  the  performance  of  a  hiring  system  is  a  much  more  personal 
and  intimate  matter  than  for  employers.  Workers  are  vitally  interested  in 
economic  security,  so  they  want  to  know  in  advance  how  much  they  will 
be  able  to  earn  on  a  job  and  how  permanent  they  can  expect  it  to  be.  If 
a  hiring  system  is  to  meet  these  needs,  it  should  provide  workers  with 
enough  information  about  the  jobs  available  in  the  labor  market  to  enable 
them  to  make  reasonable  choices.  Also,  since  workers  spend  so  much  of 
their  lives  on  the  job,  they  want  to  find  their  work  also  subjectively  reward- 
ing. Because  they  want  to  be  treated  fairly  and  impartially  by  their  employ- 
ers, it  is  important  to  them  to  have  some  control  over  their  working 
conditions  both  individually  and  through  their  union.  To  preserve  their 
self-respect,  they  prefer  a  job  on  which  special  abilities  and  skills  will  be 
put  to  the  best  use.  A  job  where  one's  fellow  workers  are  compatible  and 
where  the  work  is  viewed  by  the  community  with  approval  is  naturally 
preferred.  In  industries  where  people  are  hired  on  a  relatively  permanent 
basis  the  hiring  system  has  little  effect  on  these  subjective  desires  of  work- 
ers, but  where  men  are  hired  anew  each  day  the  hiring  process  can  vitally 
affect  workers'  chances  of  finding  these  satisfactions  in  their  jobs. 

New  York  longshoremen  had  only  the  most  limited  opportunity  to 
choose  among  alternative  jobs  because  they  got  so  little  information  in 
advance  about  what  jobs  were  available.  When  hiring  foremen  were  told 
of  jobs  in  advance  they  sometimes  told  the  foremen  of  regular  gangs,  who 
in  turn  told  regular  gang  members,  but  men  not  notified  hi  this  way  had 
to  depend  for  news  of  ship  arrivals  on  notices  on  bulletin  boards  at  the 
various  piers  or  on  checking  the  newspapers  and  trade  journals.  Since 
men  were  encouraged  always  to  shape  at  the  same  pier,  they  were  not 
really  free  to  show  up  in  another  section  of  the  port  when  they  did  hear 
of  extra  jobs  elsewhere.  The  immobility  of  the  men,  coupled  with  their 
inability  to  build  up  property  rights  in  jobs  on  their  regular  piers,  resulted, 
as  would  be  expected,  in  many  of  the  men  working  irregularly  and  earning 
far  less  than  they  would  have  been  able  to  on  a  regular  job.  (The  earnings 
data  for  1949-1950  show  that  more  than  60  per  cent  of  the  men  earned 
less  than  $2,000.)  But  the  most  frustrating  aspect  of  appraising  the 
shape-up  is  the  impossibility  of  proving  that  men  who  made  themselves 
regularly  available  were  kept  from  working  as  much  as  they  wished  to.  No 
reliable  survey  was  ever  made  among  men  working  on  the  waterfront  to 
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find  out  how  many  of  them  wanted  to  work  full-time  and  how  many  were 
satisfied  with  part-time  or  even  occasional  work.8  Consequently,  there  is 
no  specific  evidence  to  refute  the  repeated  assertions  by  NYSA  and  ILA 
officials  that  the  system  gave  "regular  men"  steady  employment.  Every 
investigation  of  waterfront  conditions  resulted  in  vigorous  demands  for 
stabilizing  employment  for  regular  workers,  but  who  the  "regular  work- 
ers" were  was  never  established. 

One  measure  of  the  adequacy  of  workers'  earnings  is  the  City  Workers' 
Family  Budget,  compiled  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  As  the 
bureau  has  stated,  this  budget  is  based  on  a  modest  standard: 

The  Budget  represents  the  estimated  cost  in  dollars  for  a  city 
worker's  family  of  four  persons  to  maintain  an  adequate  level  of 
living  according  to  prevailing  United  States  standards  of  the 
needs  for  health,  efficiency,  nurture  of  children,  and  participa- 
tion in  community  activities.  It  is  neither  a  "subsistence"  nor  a 
"luxury"  budget.  It  provides  a  modest  but  adequate  American 
standard  of  living  based  upon  the  kinds  and  qualities  of  goods 
and  services  that  workers  actually  select.9 

In  1950,  the  BLS  budget  in  New  York  City  was  approximately  $3,500. 
On  the  assumption  that  a  longshoreman's  earnings  were  adequate  if  they 
met  this  budget,  the  1950  earnings  data  show  that  perhaps  8,000  (or  22 
per  cent  of  the  men)  earned  adequate  incomes.  Assuming  that  more  than 
8,000  of  the  36,500  men  had  wanted  to  work  regularly  enough  to  earn 
adequate  incomes,  would  it  have  been  possible  for  them  to  do  so  if  an 
alternative  hiring  system  had  been  in  use?  Because  of  the  crudeness  of 
available  data,  only  a  rough  answer  can  be  attempted. 

In  1950,  the  straight-time  wage  was  $1.88.  The  total  man-hours  worked 
hi  the  port  were  34,910,675,  of  which  26  per  cent  were  overtime.10  Un- 
fortunately for  our  purposes,  the  figure  for  total  man-hours  worked 
includes  5,500  checkers,  dock  bosses,  clerks,  and  carpenters,  as  well  as 
the  longshoremen.11  On  the  assumption  that  a  35-hour  week  was  normal 
for  the  latter  relatively  specialized  group,  a  figure  of  1,800  hours  per  man 
per  year  may  be  subtracted  from  the  total  man-hour  figure  in  order  to 
arrive  at  an  estimate  of  the  man-hours  worked  by  longshoremen  only — 
25,000,000.  Thus,  if  the  labor  market  were  organized  in  such  a  way  that 
the  average  number  of  hours  worked  by  regular  longshoremen  were  1,800 
(roughly,  35  hours  per  week  for  52  weeks),  the  industry  could  have  pro- 
vided annual  earnings  of  approximately  $3,700  to  about  14,000  long- 
shoremen (6,000  more  than  under  the  shape-up)  ;*  Thus,  if  a  survey  of  the 


*  This  estimate  of  14,000  approaches  the  number  (15,000)  denominated  by  the 
head  of  the  employers'  association  in  1952  as  "regular  longshoremen." 
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labor  force  had  clearly  shown  the  existence  of  involuntary  underemploy- 
ment, it  is  evident  that  a  hiring  system  which  shared  the  work  among  the 
men  for  whom  longshoring  was  a  primary  occupation  could  have  enabled 
almost  twice  as  many  longshoremen  to  earn  adequate  incomes  as  did 
under  the  shape-up. 

In  addition  to  the  effect  of  irregular  employment  on  their  earnings, 
longshoremen  had  little  protection  against  being  paid  less  than  they  were 
entitled  to.  Their  wages  were  determined  by  collective  bargaining,  and  it 
would  seem  that  a  worker  should  at  least  have  been  able  to  insist  on  the 
wage  rate  set  forth  in  the  contract.  As  it  was,  one  longshoreman  who  had 
worked  on  the  docks  for  twenty  years  told  me  that  he  had  been  paid  less 
than  the  standard  rate  on  more  than  one  occasion,  and  that  his  was  not  a 
unique  experience  on  the  New  York  waterfront.  This  could  have  arisen, 
of  course,  because  of  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  whether  a  particular 
penalty  rate  should  have  been  paid.*  In  longshoring,  the  possibility  of 
honest  differences  on  such  matters  is  so  great  that  vigilant  policing  of  the 
agreement  is  imperative  if  equitable  compromises  are  to  be  ensured,  but 
where  the  union  was  so  little  concerned  with  protecting  the  rights  of  its 
members  and  the  method  of  wage  payment  so  archaic,  wage-cutting 
could  easily  be  practiced.  Furthermore,  the  variety  of  kickbacks  extorted 
by  hiring  foremen  and  their  henchmen  made  uncertain  how  much  of  the 
money  in  a  longshoreman's  pay  envelope  could  appropriately  be  described 
as  take-home  pay. 

Where  a  union  plays  an  important  role  in  the  operation  of  a  hiring  sys- 
tem, the  workers  exert  control  only  according  to  the  degree  to  which  they 
participate  in  framing  the  collective-bargaining  agreement  and  according 
to  their  ability  to  influence  the  union  officials  who  police  the  agreement. 
The  extent  to  which  the  longshoremen  had  been  disenfranchised  in  decid- 
ing what  their  agreement  would  contain  was  uncovered  in  the  investigation 
following  the  1951  strike.  ILA  officials  had  announced  that  the  men  had 
voted  two  to  one  in  favor  of  accepting  the  agreement,  but  it  was  discovered 
that  many  of  the  delegates  to  the  committee  which  had  formulated  and 
negotiated  the  agreement  had  appointed  themselves  without  holding  elec- 
tions or  even  consulting  the  membership  of  the  locals  they  represented. 
The  terms  of  the  proposed  contract  were  summarized  and  distributed  to 
the  locals  on  one  day  and  voted  on  the  next  day.  Ballots  were  not  num- 
bered and  members  could  vote  either  at  their  own  local  or  at  another  if 
more  convenient.12  After  ballots  were  "counted"  at  the  locals,  the  results 


*  The  contract  specifies  that  premium,  or  "penalty,"  rates  shall  be  paid  when  the 
cargo  is  exceptionally  dangerous,  dirty,  or  hard  to  handle.  There  are  seven  categories 
of  such  cargo,  and  the  hourly  wage  paid  for  handling  two  of  them — damaged  cargo 
and  explosives — was  just  under  twice  the  regular  hourly  rate. 
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were  telephoned  to  ILA  headquarters.  None  of  these  phone  calls  was 
confirmed  hi  writing.13 

The  ballots  of  several  locals  examined  by  the  board  of  inquiry  looked 
suspicious,  so  Albert  D.  Osborn,  an  examiner  of  questioned  documents, 
was  called  in.  The  examiner  found  that  the  ballots  of  seven  locals  showed 
some  evidence  of  fraud.  The  worst  example,  Local  920  (Staten  Island), 
had  submitted  286  ballots  of  which  264  were  Yes,  the  remaining  22  No. 
Osborn  found  nothing  suspicious  about  the  No  ballots,  but  concluded  that 
89  of  the  Yes  votes  were  fraudulent,  stating  ".  .  .  it  would  appear  to  me 
that  one  person,  or  more  than  one,  sat  down  with  the  ballots  stacked  on 
top  of  each  other  and  marked  the  'X'  in  the  'yes'  box  on  many  of  these 
ballots." 

The  conclusion  is  inescapable  that  rank-and-file  longshoremen  had  little 
to  say  about  the  contents  of  their  collective-bargaining  agreement — the 
workers'  Bill  of  Rights  in  any  unionized  industry.  The  members  had  even 
less  control  over  the  officers  whose  duty  it  was  to  enforce  the  contract.  In 
1953,  officials  of  almost  a  dozen  locals  admitted  they  had  not  held  elections 
for  ten  to  fifteen  years  (one  local,  for  thirty  years)  and  other  officials 
testified  that  when  "elections"  were  held,  incumbents  were  continued  in 
office  on  a  motion  passed  by  a  handful  of  members.  In  a  few  locals,  union 
offices  had  been  taken  over  by  force.  Add  to  this  sordid  record  Ryan's 
election  "for  life"  and  the  coercive  actions  taken  against  men  who  opposed 
the  hierarchy,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  men  could  not  look  on  the  union  as  an 
instrument  for  improving  their  working  conditions. 

Workers  also  want  to  use  to  their  best  advantage  any  special  skills  they 
may  possess.  If  they  are  to  do  this,  their  ability  to  obtain  jobs  must  not  be 
affected  by  such  arbitrary  factors  as  race,  color,  or  creed.  The  possibility 
that  workers  will  be  denied  employment  on  these  grounds  is  present  hi 
any  labor  market,  and  a  charge  of  discrimination  is  difficult  enough  to 
support  in  industries  where  orderly,  systematized  hiring  procedures  are 
used.  Under  the  shape-up,  it  was  virtually  impossible  to  prove  charges  of 
discrimination,  but  some  evidence  indicates  that  it  was  practiced.  During 
World  War  II,  ILA  officials  organized  a  Jim  Crow  local  (824-1)  for 
Negro  longshoremen  to  whom  Local  824  refused  membership.14  Local 
968,  largely  composed  of  Negro  members,  in  addition  to  (unsuccessfully) 
filing  charges  of  discrimination  with  the  New  York  State  Commission 
Against  Discrimination,  pointed  to  the  fact  that  it  was  the  only  ILA  local 
in  the  port  which  did  not  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  a  pier.15  In  1949, 
ILA  officials  circulated  a  petition  urging  longshoremen  to  go  on  record 
opposing  a  hiring  hall  because,  among  other  things,  a  hiring  hall  would 
"break  the  morale  of  the  union  through  the  wholesale  hiring  of  Negro 
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longshoremen."16  On  the  other  hand,  charges  of  discrimination  against 
Negroes  were  repeatedly  denied  by  ILA  officials  who  called  attention  to 
the  fact  that  Negroes  were  employed  in  various  sections  of  the  port,  and 
Joseph  Ryan  made  a  number  of  public  statements  condemning  racial  dis- 
crimination. Nevertheless,  it  is  easy  to  understand  that  a  sense  of  inse- 
curity would  be  felt  by  members  of  any  minority  group  who  stood  in  the 
shape-up,  because  no  safeguard  was  provided  against  a  hiring  foreman 
acting  on  any  prejudice  which  he  might  happen  to  hold.  Interestingly 
enough,  some  groups  were  treated  with  "reverse  prejudice"  in  parts  of  the 
port.  At  some  piers,  Italian-Americans  were  almost  exclusively  picked; 
at  others,  Irish-Americans  were  the  favored  group.  As  a  consequence,  if 
a  longshoreman  with  either  of  these  ethnic  backgrounds  lost  favor  in  the 
eyes  of  his  regular  hiring  foreman,  other  sections  of  the  port  where  he 
might  be  able  to  establish  himself  were  limited.* 

The  attainment  of  status  in  the  community  is  another  important  objec- 
tive of  workers,  and  it  is  obvious  that  the  shape-up  prevented  longshore- 
men from  achieving  this  goal.  Through  a  process  of  guilt  by  association, 
the  bad  reputation  deserved  by  some  longshoremen  was  applied  to  all. 
This  reputation  was  reflected  in  the  unwillingness  of  banks  and  finance 
companies  to  give  personal  loans  to  longshoremen,  and  the  reluctance 
of  many  inland  employers  to  hire  former  longshoremen  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  unstable.  After  the  description  of  the  waterfront,  nothing 
more  need  be  said  about  the  impact  of  the  shape-up  on  the  ability  of  long- 
shoremen to  preserve  their  self-respect.  By  1953,  the  longshoremen  had 
indeed  come  a  long  way  from  the  day  when  Barnes  could  say  of  their 
proud,  independent  spirit:  "Having  no  steady  job  to  jeopardize,  they  take 
bad  treatment  with  less  grace  than  do  men  in  other  trades."17 

The  shape-up  prevented  workers  from  achieving  even  the  elementary 
goal  of  reducing  the  physical  discomfort  of  waiting  in  the  street  regardless 
of  the  weather.  In  almost  any  other  industry,  the  elimination  of  this  incon- 
venience would  be  so  obvious  as  to  preclude  the  need  for  discussion,  but 
the  stultifying  effect  of  the  hiring  system  was  so  great  that  as  recently  as 
1953  men  waited  for  the  shape  in  the  open  just  as  they  had  done  a 
century  before. 

In  evaluating  the  effect  of  the  shape-up  on  longshoremen's  earnings, 
it  has  only  been  possible  to  draw  the  inference  that  the  hiring  system 
prevented  many  longshoremen  who  regularly  sought  work  from  even 
approximating  full-time  employment  and  thus  from  earning  adequate 
incomes.  With  respect  to  the  impact  of  the  shape-up  on  other  desires 


*  In  the  past,  these  ethnic  barriers  were  mentioned  by  several  students  of  the  port 
as  an  important  obstacle  to  the  establishment  of  a  centralized  hiring  system. 
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of  workers,  however,  the  record  is  clear.  The  shape-up  served  their 
employers  very  satisfactorily,  but  for  the  longshoremen  it  was  a  mon- 
strous obstacle  to  the  achievement  of  their  goals.  The  frustration  of  the 
workers  explains  the  random  character  of  the  strikes  which  began  breaking 
out  in  1945,  but  the  inconclusive  character  of  these  strikes  showed  how 
badly  the  longshoremen  had  been  demoralized  by  the  shape-up. 

The  Union 

Primarily,  a  union  is  an  instrument  for  the  achievement  of  its  members' 
objectives.  But  a  union  is  more  than  this — it  is  a  political  entity  having  as 
a  separate  objective  its  own  survival  as  an  institution.  In  any  type  of  labor 
market,  these  dual  aspects  of  a  union  may  come  into  conflict  to  the  detri- 
ment of  one  or  the  other.  In  an  industry  where  employment  is  stable,  this 
conflict  is  reconciled  without  great  difficulty  because  the  union  can  easily 
ensure  its  own  survival  by  controlling  the  jobs  over  which  it  claims  juris- 
diction— by  a  union  shop  agreement,  for  example.  This  achieved,  the 
union  is  free  to  serve  efficiently  as  a  medium  for  satisfying  the  interests  of 
its  members.  When  workers  are  hired  on  a  casual  basis,  however,  serious 
obstacles  are  placed  in  the  path  of  reconciling  this  conflict  of  objectives. 
To  survive  in  such  a  labor  market,  a  union  is  faced  with  two  alternatives. 
Either  it  must  control  the  job  market  by  restricting  entry  of  newcomers 
and  thus  serve  its  own  and  the  individual  members'  interests  at  the  same 
time,  or  it  can  forgo  any  attempt  to  control  the  job  market,  maintaining  its 
existence  instead  by  controlling  the  workers  themselves.  A  union  which 
chooses  the  latter  course  can  no  longer  be  considered  an  instrument  for 
the  achievement  of  its  members'  objectives.  Under  these  circumstances, 
the  "union"  becomes  identified  with  the  interests  of  its  officials.  Since  the 
ILA  clearly  fell  in  this  category,  the  relevant  question  to  ask  is :  How  did 
the  hiring  system  affect  the  ability  of  ILA  officials  to  satisfy  their  interests? 

For  them,  preservation  of  the  shape-up  became  an  imperative  necessity. 
As  early  as  the  1930's,  the  union  hierarchy  perceived  that  they  could 
easily  keep  the  entire  labor  force  under  control  by  establishing  cooperative 
relationships  with  the  hiring  foremen,  because  the  foremen  could  keep 
"troublemakers"  off  the  waterfront  simply  by  not  picking  them  in  the 
shape-up.  Any  alternative  hiring  system  which  diffused  the  hiring  power 
would  have  made  the  job  of  controlling  the  workers  more  difficult  for  union 
officials. 

Another  technique  of  control  facilitated  by  the  shape-up  was  the  tra- 
ditional method  of  "divide  and  rule."  With  a  high  turnover  of  members  in 
a  port  the  size  of  New  York,  ILA  officials  were  able  to  keep  the  member- 
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ship  segregated  in  small  units,  ignorant  for  the  most  part  of  what  was  hap- 
pening in  other  areas  of  the  port,  and  consequently  unable  to  challenge 
the  hierarchy's  control.  By  design,  the  union  was  ".  .  .  politically  gerry- 
mandered. ...  As  a  result,  any  dissident  locals  [could]  be  easily  out- 
voted in  the  district  council."*  But  ILA  officials  were  too  careful  to  put 
their  trust  in  these  administrative  arrangements  alone.  They  saw  to  it  that 
their  power  was  preserved  by  appointing  men  to  jobs  in  the  union  who 
would  use  strong-arm  methods  to  intimidate  the  rank  and  file  and  per- 
petuate the  hiring  system. 

Having  securely  established  themselves  in  power,  union  officials  made 
the  most  of  their  opportunities.  Appropriately  enough,  the  international 
president  was  in  the  forefront.  It  was  brought  to  light  in  1953  that  although 
Ryan's  salary  was  $20,000  a  year,  he  had  withdrawn  $241,097  from  the 
ILA  treasury  between  1947  and  1951.  Of  this  amount,  $126,000  was  for 
expense  allowances.  Ryan's  interpretation  of  what  should  be  included  as 
expenses  was  broad — $10,774  was  used  for  premiums  on  his  life  insur- 
ance, $1,332  for  dues  and  other  charges  at  his  golf  club,  $12,494  for 
Cadillacs,  $460  for  a  cruise  to  Guatemala,  and  $220  for  new  shirts.  Other 
items  for  which  he  drew  on  ILA  funds  included  expenses  incurred  in 
burying  a  sister-in-law,  taxes  on  his  personal  real  estate,  and  his  dental 
bills.  Ryan  admitted  he  had  kept  improper  accounts,  and  that  he  had 
received  substantial  sums  from  steamship  and  stevedoring  executives  for 
his  private  "anti-Communist  fund."  He  explained  his  use  of  ILA  funds 
for  his  own  purposes  by  saying  that  on  occasions  when  the  union  was 
short  of  cash  he  drew  on  his  own  personal  bank  account  or  took  money 
from  the  "anti-Communist  fund"  to  pay  ILA  expenses,  later  using  ILA 
funds  to  pay  his  personal  bills. f 

Not  far  behind  Ryan  were  some  of  the  other  top  figures  in  the  hierarchy, 
who  turned  the  necessity  for  political  gerrymandering  to  their  personal 
advantage.  One  such  official  was  John  J.  Gannon,  who  held  the  following 


*  Daniel  Bell,  "Last  of  the  Business  Rackets,"  Fortune,  43  (June,  1951),  196.  In 
1952,  Louis  Waldman  reported  that  some  locals  in  the  port  were  almost  inactive. 
One  had  about  16  members.  The  Crime  Commission  reported  in  1953  ".  .  .  four 
locals  are  actually  inactive;  yet  the  vote  for  each  is  cast  at  conventions  and  other 
union  conferences."  Fourth  Report  of  Crime  Commission,  p.  32. 

f  New  York  Times,  Jan.  31,  1953.  For  these  acts  Ryan  was  indicted  shortly  after 
the  Crime  Commission  hearings.  In  the  original  indictment,  Ryan  was  charged  with 
51  grand  larceny  counts  amounting  to  $48,000.  When  his  trial  began  in  April,  1954, 
the  court  reduced  the  number  of  counts  against  him  to  42,  which  amounted  to 
$17,000.  On  May  14,  after  the  jury  had  been  deadlocked  for  18  hours,  the  judge 
declared  a  mistrial.  At  the  time  of  writing,  the  district  attorney  had  not  moved  for 
a  retrial.  In  January,  1955,  however,  Ryan  was  convicted  of  having  accepted  $2,500 
from  a  stevedoring  firm  in  violation  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act.  He  was  fined  $2,500 
and  sentenced  to  six  months  in  prison. 

75 


posts:  president  of  the  New  York  District  Council;  vice-president  of  the 
Atlantic  Coast  District;  secretary-treasurer  of  Local  901-1;  secretary- 
treasurer  of  Local  824-1  (the  Jim  Crow  local) ;  and  "labor  adviser"  of 
Local  1456  (the  port  watchmen's  local).  Gannon  estimated  in  his  testi- 
mony before  the  Crime  Commission  that  the  combined  salary  from  his 
various  union  offices  totaled  $225  a  week,  plus  a  monthly  expense  account 
of  $440 — approximately  $17,000  a  year.*  Gannon  noted,  however,  that 
he  did  not  always  receive  the  full  amount  because  sometimes  the  locals 
did  not  have  enough  funds  to  pay  his  salary.18  Another  example  was 
Thomas  Gleason,  acting  president  of  Local  783,  business  agent  of  Local 
1346  (both  in  Staten  Island),  financial  secretary  of  Local  1730  (in  mid- 
town  Manhattan),  and  international  organizer.  In  1951  alone,  Gleason 
received  a  total  of  $26,025  for  his  services  to  the  ILA.19 

Union  treasuries  proved  to  be  bonanzas  for  lesser  luminaries  as  well. 
Unlike  the  practice  hi  most  unions,  some  ILA  locals  rendered  no  finan- 
cial reports  whatever  to  their  members,  and  officials  appropriated  funds 
for  their  personal  use  almost  at  will.  This  came  to  light  after  the  1951 
strike,  when  Ryan  and  Waldman  attempted  the  last  of  their  clean-up 
campaigns,  which  like  the  other  efforts  at  reform,  was  abortive  and 
received  less  and  less  attention  as  the  Crime  Commission  investigation 
got  under  way.  As  part  of  the  campaign,  Waldman  made  a  survey  of  the 
internal  practices  of  all  locals  in  the  port  and  reported  the  following:! 

53  locals  have  checking  accounts  in  the  name  of  the  local  for 
the  deposit  of  local  funds. 

5  locals  maintain  savings  accounts  in  the  name  of  the  local  for 
the  deposit  of  surplus  local  funds.  The  financial  transactions  of 
these  locals  are  conducted  on  a  cash  bookkeeping  basis. 

9  locals,  at  the  time  of  our  examination  of  their  officers,  did 
not  maintain  any  bank  account  for  the  deposit  of  their  local 
funds.  Subsequently,  we  were  informed  that  some  of  the  locals, 
pursuant  to  recommendations  in  interim  reports  by  us,  had 
already  opened  a  bank  account.20 

One  local  to  which  Waldman  may  have  been  referring  in  the  third 
category  was  Local  920.  The  financial  secretary  of  the  local  presented 
a  bizarre  picture  of  the  local's  financial  processes  in  his  testimony  before 
the  Crime  Commission.  The  president,  Alex  Di  Brizzi,  periodically  picked 


*  Gannon's  advice  to  the  port  watchmen  must  have  been  valuable  indeed.  For  it, 
he  received  a  salary  and  expense  allowance  of  $155  per  week,  an  automobile,  and 
$20  in  expenses  for  every  monthly  meeting.  Not  counting  the  car,  this  was  more  than 
$8,300  a  year.  The  local  claimed  a  dues-paying  membership  of  1,600. 

t  Because  the  survey  covered  all  ILA  locals  in  the  port,  it  included  more  than  just 
the  3 1  longshore  locals. 
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up  the  dues  money  received  by  the  local,  deducted  whatever  he  needed 
for  expenses,  and  turned  the  balance  over  to  the  financial  secretary.  The 
two  officers  adopted  a  cavalier  attitude  toward  the  matter  of  receipts  and 
vouchers  for  disbursements  as  well  as  other  financial  records.*  The  finan- 
cial secretary  described  his  method  of  handling  the  local's  cash  as  follows: 

Q.  Mr.  Di  Brizzi  on  Saturday  sometimes  would  hand  you 
quite  a  roll  of  bills,  would  he  not?  A.  Yes,  he  would  some- 
times. 

Q.  And  you  would  take  those  bills  home  and  put  them  in 
a  jar?  A.  In  a  sort  of  novelty  jar.  I  learned  to  discontinue 
that.21 

Even  petty  officials  of  the  union  derived  substantial  benefits  from  the 
system.  In  addition  to  extorting  kickbacks  from  longshoremen  hi  return 
for  a  good  word  to  the  hiring  foreman,  they  got  their  cut  from  loan  sharks, 
the  numbers  racket,  short-ganging,  employment  of  phantoms,  public 
loaders,  selling  union  books,  and  "Christmas  gifts"  from  employers.  There 
was  something  for  everybody  in  the  system — as  long  as  he  was  on  the 
inside. 

Like  the  employers,  the  ILA  hierarchy  were  well  satisfied  with  the 
shape-up  and  fought  hard  to  keep  it.  Unlike  the  employers,  for  whom  the 
usefulness  of  the  shape-up  was  beginning  to  break  down  in  the  1950's, 
the  union  officials  were  unshaken  by  the  strikes  and  investigations  which 
followed  the  war.  It  seems  likely  that  if  the  New  York  and  New  Jersey 
legislatures  had  not  taken  drastic  action,  the  ILA  would  have  been  able 
to  ignore  public  criticism  after  the  Crime  Commission's  hearings  just  as 
they  had  ridden  out  other  storms  in  the  past.  But  when  the  two  states  out- 
lawed the  shape-up,  they  struck  at  the  very  heart  of  the  system  by  which 
ILA  officials  had  maintained  themselves  in  power. 

The  Community 

Until  1953,  the  New  York  waterfront  furnished  the  fascinating  spectacle 
of  an  industry  which,  although  it  was  conducting  its  affairs  in  a  manner 
that  was  in  direct  conflict  with  the  interests  of  the  community,  remained 
almost  completely  free  from  effective  public  intervention.  The  commu- 
nity's interest  in  any  particular  industry  seems  to  be  primarily  concerned 
with  obtaining  an  uninterrupted  flow  of  the  industry's  product  or  services 


*  In  1951,  the  membership  of  the  local  authorized  Di  Brizzi  to  spend  $500  when 
he  attended  the  ILA  convention  at  the  Hotel  Commodore  in  Manhattan.  (Four  other 
delegates  from  the  local  got  like  amounts.)  Di  Brizzi  exceeded  his  allowance  by 
$937,  which  the  financial  secretary  obligingly  paid  without  consulting  the  member- 
ship. Fourth  Report  of  Crime  Commission,  p.  27. 
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at  prices  the  public  can  afford  to  pay.  When  the  industry  is  a  link  in  the 
country's  distribution  system,  any  interruption  in  its  services  has  a 
peculiarly  immediate  and  far-reaching  effect  on  the  whole  community. 
Society  has  a  less  immediate,  but  nonetheless  important,  interest  in  an 
industry's  hiring  practices,  because  the  community  benefits  when  the 
hiring  system  produces  a  balance  between  the  number  of  workers  who 
offer  their  services  and  those  whose  services  are  needed.  The  existence  of 
a  chronic  surplus  or  a  chronic  shortage  of  workers  in  a  labor  market 
implies  an  inefficient  use  of  a  productive  resource  and  constitutes  an 
expense  to  society  through  loss  of  production.  A  hiring  system  also  maxi- 
mizes production  when  it  places  workers  in  jobs  they  are  best  able 
to  perform.  This  implies  freedom  of  choice  for  both  employers  and  work- 
ers, modified  only  by  those  measures  which  society  has  agreed  are  neces- 
sary if  workers  are  to  enjoy  economic  security — such  as  recognition  of 
the  seniority  principle  in  promotions,  lay-offs  and  rehiring.  The  commu- 
nity also  has  a  stake  in  the  impact  of  industry  practices  on  social  institutions 
hi  general.  If  these  practices  undermine  the  proper  functioning  of  gov- 
ernmental bodies  or  tend  to  break  down  the  community's  standards  of 
acceptable  behavior  on  the  part  of  individuals,  the  community  suffers. 
Since  practices  in  the  New  York  longshoring  industry  patently  ran  counter 
to  the  best  interests  of  the  community,  why  did  the  public  tolerate  the 
situation  for  so  many  years? 

For  one  thing,  many  of  these  requirements  of  society  are  long-range  in 
character,  and  the  public  in  general  was  not  consciously  aware  of  them. 
During  the  depression,  when  about  one-fourth  of  the  workers  in  the  nation 
seemed  to  be  "surplus,"  the  retention  of  a  chronic  excess  of  workers  on 
the  waterfront  clearly  involved  no  immediate  cost  in  lost  production  either 
to  the  people  of  New  York  or  to  the  country  at  large.  Only  during  World 
War  II  was  the  excess  of  longshoremen  an  obvious  waste  of  manpower 
and  although  this  soft  spot  in  the  war  effort  was  pointed  out  by  Senate 
investigators,  it  seemed  inappropriate  in  wartime  to  risk  disrupting  cargo 
movements  in  the  country's  largest  port  by  forcing  a  new  hiring  system 
on  unwilling  employers  and  union  officials.  Similar  factors  explained  the 
community's  lack  of  immediate  interest  in  seeing  that  the  most  highly 
skilled  workers  made  up  the  longshore  gangs,  rather  than  those  workers 
who  paid  the  biggest  kickback  or  who  were  fortunate  enough  to  have 
acceptable  ethnic  backgrounds.  The  resultant  loss  of  efficiency  was  not 
reflected  in  an  over-all  increase  in  the  cost  of  shipping  services  to  the 
community,  because  the  chaotic  nature  of  the  hiring  system  resulted  hi  a 
docile  work  force,  unable  to  bargain  effectively  for  all  those  provisions  in 
a  collective  bargaining  agreement  which  would  have  added  appreciably 
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to  the  industry's  labor  costs.  Even  the  losses  from  theft — three  to  five 
million  dollars  a  year — were  relatively  small  in  relation  to  the  value  of  the 
total  volume  of  cargo  handled  (about  sixteen  billion  dollars  in  1953) 
and  thus  had  only  an  insignificant  effect  on  the  per-unit  price  of  commodi- 
ties moving  through  the  port.  Because  the  economic  inefficiencies  of  the 
industry  raised  no  immediate  problems,  they  did  not  force  themselves 
upon  the  awareness  of  the  community. 

The  social  costs  of  the  shape-up  were  more  immediately  apparent,  but 
here,  too,  powerful  factors  were  working  against  any  broadly  based  public 
protest.  The  demoralization  of  the  workers  and  the  flagrant  disregard  by 
many  waterfront  personalities  of  both  the  law  of  the  land  and  even  the 
most  elementary  standards  of  decent  behavior  were  periodically  decried. 
But  the  community  evidently  needed  some  specific  issue  which  would 
arouse  indignation  before  pressure  for  reform  could  become  effective. 
Here  the  sagacity  of  the  ILA's  long-range  program  of  close  political  liaison 
with  various  levels  of  government  showed  itself.  Local  police  officers 
could  not  be  counted  on  to  initiate  action,  because  many  had  a  vested 
interest  in  protecting  a  system  which  enabled  them  to  supplement  their 
inadequate  salaries  both  by  working  on  the  docks  as  longshoremen  in 
their  off-duty  hours  and  by  sharing  in  the  proceeds  from  the  various 
rackets.  The  city  administration  had  an  equal  interest  in  preserving  the 
elaborate  system  which  had  been  built  up  to  ensure  political  support  and 
patronage.  The  determination  of  city  officials  not  to  disturb  the  status  quo 
was  demonstrated  in  1949  by  O'Dwyer's  whitewash  appointments  to  the 
committee  which  studied  the  reasons  for  the  loss  in  port  business,  and 
even  more  clearly  during  the  1951  strike.  The  rank-and-file  revolt  against 
the  ILA  hierarchy  was  more  than  two  weeks  old  when  a  delegation  of 
New  York  businessmen,  who  had  come  to  demand  that  the  city  take  some 
action  to  end  the  strike,  were  refused  an  audience  with  the  mayor  and  told 
they  were  acting  "like  a  bunch  of  Communists." 

Citizens  interested  in  reform  received  little  encouragement  from  fed- 
eral agencies  charged  with  enforcing  the  law  on  the  waterfront.  The  U.S. 
Immigration  Service  was  apparently  prevented  by  lack  of  personnel  from 
pursuing  a  vigilant  policy  toward  ship  jumpers,  and  the  Bureau  of  Internal 
Revenue  was  evidently  unable  to  trace  income-tax  violations  because  of 
the  bizarre  bookkeeping  procedures  used  on  the  waterfront.  The  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation  does  not  seem  to  have  interested  itself  in 
waterfront  irregularities  until  after  the  Crime  Commission's  hearings,* 


*  The  New  York  Times  reported  on  January  19,  1953:  "Since  the  last  public 
hearings  on  December  19,  the  FBI  district  office  here,  on  orders  from  Attorney 
General  James  A.  McGranery,  has  put  all  its  available  agents  on  a  full-scale  inves- 
tigation of  the  waterfront." 
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and  the  Coast  Guard  screening  program  was  of  no  help  hi  eliminating 
key  waterfront  racketeers  because  the  Coast  Guard's  conception  of  a 
security  risk  was  confined  to  ideological  considerations,  rather  than  to 
the  effect  of  racketeering  and  theft  on  military  shipments. 

Not  until  business  in  the  port  was  periodically  brought  to  a  standstill 
by  repeated  strikes,  and  not  until  inland  concerns  became  alarmed  over 
the  gradually  increasing  diversion  of  shipping  to  other  ports  in  order  to 
avoid  the  inconvenience  and  arbitrary  charges  of  public  loaders,  did  larger 
segments  of  the  community  have  some  immediate,  concrete  issues  around 
which  people  could  be  rallied.  Thus,  it  was  only  when  the  industry  ceased 
to  provide  the  community  with  uninterrupted  services  at  prices  people 
were  willing  to  pay  that  demands  for  reform  received  wide  support.  Indeed, 
it  was  the  1951  strike  that  tipped  the  scales.  When  both  city  and  federal 
officials  refused  to  take  responsibility  for  trying  to  bring  about  a  settle- 
ment,* state  officials  were  forced  to  step  in.  It  was  Governor  Dewey  who 
finally  appointed  the  board  of  inquiry  which  persuaded  the  strikers  to 
return  to  work;  once  the  state  had  intervened,  state  officials  were  under 
pressure  not  to  withdraw  until  every  effort  had  been  made  to  prevent 
future  jeopardy  of  state  interests.!  The  governor  directed  the  State  Crime 
Commission  to  turn  its  full  attention  to  the  waterfront,  and  the  commis- 
sion's subsequent  public  hearings  became  the  focal  point  which  had  been 
needed  for  so  long  to  crystallize  public  opinion.  The  about-face  in  the 
community's  attitude  toward  the  waterfront  which  resulted  from  these 
hearings  was  strikingly  reflected  in  the  treatment  of  waterfront  practices 


*  The  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service  entered  the  dispute  but  with- 
drew after  three  days,  and  President  Truman,  appealed  to  for  help  by  the  rank-and- 
file  strike  committee,  did  not  respond. 

f  Previously,  Governor  Dewey  had  tacitly  accepted  the  hands-off  attitude  of 
other  levels  of  government.  As  recently  as  May  9,  1950,  he  had  sent  Ryan  the  fol- 
lowing letter  (which  appeared  in  the  New  York  Times  on  March  29,  1953) : 

Dear  Joe: 

I  would  surely  be  delighted  to  come  to  the  annual  affair  of  the  Joseph 
R.  Ryan  Association,  if  possible.  As  it  happens,  Mrs.  Dewey  and  I  have 
accepted  an  invitation  to  the  marriage  of  Lowell  Thomas'  only  son  that 
week-end  and  we  just  cannot  possibly  make  it. 

It  is  mighty  nice  of  you  to  ask  me  and  I  wish  you  would  give  my  best 
regards  to  all  the  fine  people  at  the  dinner. 

On  behalf  of  the  people  of  the  entire  state,  I  congratulate  you  for 
what  you  have  done  to  keep  the  Communists  from  getting  control  of  the 
New  York  waterfront.  Be  assured  that  the  entire  machinery  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  New  York  State  is  behind  you  and  your  organization  in  this 
determination. 

With  warm  regards, 
Sincerely  yours, 
Thomas  E.  Dewey 
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by  New  York's  most  influential  newspaper.  At  the  close  of  the  hearings, 
the  New  York  Times  commented  editorially: 

The  ILA  is  controlled  by  labor  gangsters  who  direct  the  kick- 
backs, extortion,  thievery,  usury,  and  other  rackets  on  the 
piers  and  intimidate  the  longshoremen. 

The  mobsters  could  not  run  the  waterfront  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  stevedores  and  shipping  companies.  These  companies 
cooperate  with  the  ILA — hiring  criminals,  bribing  union  offi- 
cials— because  the  thugs  keep  the  dockers  in  line. 

Neither  the  ILA  nor  the  companies  could  perpetuate  the 
system  without  at  least  the  tacit  consent  of  officials  in  New  York 
and  New  Jersey.  Many  of  these  officials  accept  campaign  contri- 
butions from  ILA  racketeers  and  stevedore  executives,  give 
them  political  jobs,  keep  up  social  contacts  with  them.8* 

The  indignation  of  this  editorial  was  in  sharp  contrast  with  the  fatalistic 
attitude  adopted  by  the  paper  only  a  year  earlier  toward  the  possibility  of 
reform.  During  the  1951  strike,  the  New  York  Times  had  drawn  attention 
to  the  risks  involved  in  disturbing  the  status  quo: 

In  f airness  to  the  ILA  leadership  and  to  the  shipping  industry, 
which  is  in  a  sense  partly  responsible  for  waterfront  conditions, 
it  must  be  conceded  that  the  average  dock  walloper  is  in  a  class 
by  himself  as  far  as  organized  labor  is  concerned.  He  can  be 
maddeningly  contrary  and  irrational  and  is  often  unpredictable. 

Leading  shipping  executives  who  have  dealt  with  Joe  Ryan 
and  his  ILA  for  many  years  shudder  to  think  what  would  happen 
if  the  Ryan  hierarchy  were  overthrown  by  men  with  less  control 
of  the  hot-headed,  opinionated  and  stubborn  sea-lawyers  and 
salt-water  politicians  who  make  up  the  Eastern  seaboard's 
waterfront  labor  force.83 

Once  a  solid  basis  was  laid  for  forcing  reforms  on  the  reluctant  em- 
ployers and  union  officials,  consideration  of  workable  alternatives  to  the 
shape-up  was  in  order.  Both  in  the  Crime  Commission  hearings  and  in 
the  hearings  held  by  Governor  Dewey  just  before  the  special  session  of 
the  legislature  which  outlawed  the  old  hiring  system,  several  alternative 
proposals  were  presented  by  the  parties  and  by  interested  civic  groups.* 
Numerous  references  were  made  to  the  hiring  systems  in  operation  in 
foreign  ports,  especially  in  England,  but  with  the  exception  of  a  few  digres- 
sive comments  by  one  or  two  persons,  the  organization  of  the  longshore 
industry  on  the  West  Coast  was  completely  ignored.  No  testimony  was 
obtained  from  West  Coast  employers,  and  although  Harry  Bridges,  presi- 


*  These  plans  are  discussed  in  chapter  7. 
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dent  of  the  West  Coast  longshoremen's  union,  submitted  a  32-page  state- 
ment explaining  the  operation  of  the  West  Coast  hiring-hall  system,  it  was 
not  included  in  the  record.  New  York  employers,  of  course,  had  placed 
themselves  on  record  in  1951  as  being  unalterably  opposed  to  the  Pacific 
Coast  system: 

There  has  been  much  criticism  levelled  at  [the  shape-up]  but 
no  other  practical  method  of  hiring  except  the  so-called  hiring 
hall  has  been  suggested.  The  hiring  hall  has  been  held  illegal 
and  those  who  favor  it  do  not  appear  to  be  fully  aware  of  the 
impact  it  would  have  on  this  industry.  We  know  too  well  what 
has  happened  on  the  Pacific  Coast  to  advocate  the  adoption  of 
the  hiring  hall  system  or  any  modification  of  it.24 

Since  West  Coast  employers  and  their  employees  were  operating  hiring 
halls  in  several  ports  as  early  as  the  1920's,  and  halls  administered  jointly 
by  the  union  and  the  employers  have  existed  on  a  coast-wide  basis  for 
20  years,  the  NYSA  assertion  raises  some  interesting  questions.  What 
has  happened  on  the  Pacific  Coast?  Might  those  concerned  with  finding 
a  solution  to  the  New  York  waterfront  problem  have  benefited  from  the 
experience  in  West  Coast  ports? 
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A  shape-up  on  the  New  York  waterfront 
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Photo:  The  Dispatcher 


Joseph  P.  Ryan 
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Photo:  Seattle  Times 


Seattle  longshore  pickets  being  tear-gassed  at  Smith 
Cove  during  the  1934  strike 


Photo:  Pacific  Maritime  Association 


A  meeting  of  the  Seattle  Joint  Labor  Relations 
Committee — the  "new  look"  in  action 

Clockwise:  Martin  Juggum,  business  agent,  ILWU  Local  19;  Ralph  Johnson,  Labor 
Relations  Committee  representative  (partly  hidden);  Frank  Jenkins,  Labor  Relations 
Committee  representative;  L.  C.  Appel,  president,  ILWU  Local  19;  T.  J.  Green, 
Rothschild-International  Stevedoring  Company;  J.  E.  Ritchie,  Pacific  Maritime  Asso- 
ciation; Ward  Settersten,  Griffiths  &  Sprague  Stevedoring  Company. 
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Seattle  longshoremen  in  their  hiring  hall  waiting 
to  be  dispatched  to  the  docks 
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The  peg  board  in  the  Seattle  hiring  hall,  seen 
from  inside  the  dispatcher's  office 
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The  Seattle  Waterfront 


You  can't  scare  me,  I'm  sticking  to  the  union.1 

— Union  song. 


Longshoring  on  the  two  coasts  presents  so  many  contrasts  that  one  might 
almost  be  looking  at  two  completely  different  industries.  In  West  Coast 
ports,  the  industry  has  been  administered  with  the  conscious  aim  of  keep- 
ing the  waterfront  free  of  the  chaos  and  abuses  usually  found  where  men 
are  hired  on  a  casual  basis.  Longshoremen  in  each  West  Coast  port  are 
registered  in  a  central  hiring  hall;  they  are  picked  for  jobs  in  rotation  so 
that  their  earnings  can  be  kept  equal;  and  the  halls  are  closely  policed 
by  the  employers  and  the  union  to  prevent  violations  of  the  elaborate  rules 
laid  down  for  assigning  men  to  jobs.  Thus  longshoremen  on  the  West  Coast 
work  with  as  much  regularity  as  workers  in  other  industries. 

For  many  years,  neither  the  employers  nor  the  union  was  willing  to 
accept  the  other  as  an  equal  partner  in  managing  the  hiring  system,  and 
their  mistrust  of  each  other  resulted  in  formal  settlements  on  innumerable 
questions  about  how  the  halls  should  operate.  This  produced  a  system 
of  industrial  jurisprudence  which  codified  industry  practices  down  to  the 
most  minute  detail.  Careful  records  are  kept  on  all  aspects  of  the  industry's 
operation.  Since  misconceptions  about  the  hiring  halls  are  so  widespread, 
both  the  employers  and  the  union  are  most  willing  to  make  this  mountain 
of  information  available.  This  is  in  sharp  contrast  with  the  Port  of  New 
York,  where  many  facts  about  the  industry  were  unobtainable,  partly 
because  the  waterfront  was  so  chaotic  that  no  one  knew  all  the  facts,  and 
partly  because  the  union  and  employers  were  (understandably)  close- 
mouthed  about  their  practices. 

Pacific  Coast  ports  are  not  infested  with  the  gangsters  and  thugs  who 
have  added  drama  to  the  New  York  story,  but  the  West  Coast  longshore 
industry  is  no  less  dramatic.  The  history  of  collective  bargaining  on  the 
West  Coast  has  been  a  history  of  a  determined  and  cohesive  group  of 
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employers  battling  for  control  of  hiring  with  one  of  the  most  aggressive 
groups  of  workers  in  the  country.  Bitter,  prolonged  strikes  over  this  issue 
have  given  the  industry  a  widespread  reputation  for  turbulence.  And  while 
individual  personalities  have  been  much  less  dramatized  on  the  Pacific 
Coast  than  in  New  York,  one  of  the  most  colorful  figures  in  American 
labor  history  is  the  man  who  personifies  West  Coast  longshoring  in  the 
public  mind — Harry  Bridges,  president  of  the  West  Coast  union. 

An  especially  striking  contrast  is  presented  by  the  basic  character  of  the 
two  unions.  In  New  York,  the  ILA  has  been  attacked  as  a  classic  example 
of  labor  racketeering.  On  the  West  Coast,  the  union  has  also  been  under 
attack — but  for  different  reasons.  The  International  Longshoremen's  and 
Warehousemen's  Union  has  been  held  up  for  years  as  a  classic  example 
of  political  unionism,  and  it  was  expelled  from  the  CIO  in  1950  on  the 
charge  of  "following  the  Communist  Party  line."  It  is  only  by  two  deci- 
sions of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  that  the  federal  government  has  been 
prevented  from  deporting  or  imprisoning  Harry  Bridges  on  the  charge  that 
he  belonged  to  the  Communist  Party  before  becoming  a  naturalized  citizen. 
A  study  of  the  political  behavior  and  utterances  of  Harry  Bridges,  and  of 
the  union  he  represents,  would  be  fascinating  but  is  beyond  the  compass  of 
this  book.  This  discussion  will  be  confined  to  the  "business  union"  aspects 
of  the  ILWU  as  they  relate  to  the  hiring  system,  and  the  union's  political 
actions  will  be  touched  on  only  when  their  relevance  to  the  history  or  oper- 
ation of  that  system  is  immediate.  In  their  efforts  to  gain  control  of  hiring, 
West  Coast  longshoremen  and  their  union  leaders  have  behaved  no  differ- 
ently than  the  most  politically  conservative  unions  in  the  country  when 
those  unions  have  operated  in  industries  where  employment  is  irregular, 
such  as  in  the  printing,  building,  and  maritime  trades. 

For  purposes  of  comparison  with  the  port  of  New  York,  the  entire 
Pacific  Coast  would  be  the  comparable  unit  since  the  number  of  regular 
longshoremen — 15,000 — is  roughly  comparable  to  the  number  of  men 
who  would  be  considered  regular  longshoremen  in  New  York  under  a 
similar  system.  Hiring  halls  and  working  conditions  are  virtually  identical 
in  all  West  Coast  ports,  because  rules  governing  the  halls  have  been  nego- 
tiated on  a  coast-wide  basis  since  1934  by  the  union  and  employers'  asso- 
ciation. Three  relatively  small  ports,  all  in  Washington  state,  are  excluded 
from  this  agreement.  They  are  known  as  "the  exception  ports"  and  their 
status  is  discussed  below.  After  the  ILWU  and  the  Pacific  Maritime 
Association  have  negotiated  the  master  agreement  covering  longshore 
work,  supplementary  agreements  covering  dock  work  are  negotiated  in 
each  port.  (Unlike  New  York,  where  the  term  longshoreman  covers  men 
who  work  on  the  docks  as  well  as  those  on  the  ship,  a  distinction  is  made 
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on  the  West  Coast  between  longshoremen  and  dockworkers.  Longshore 
work  is  defined  as  handling  cargo  from  the  hold  of  the  ship  to  the  dock 
or  to  a  railroad  car  or  barge,  or  vice  versa,  when  ship's  slings  and  gsar 
are  used.  Dock  work  is  defined  as  cargo  handling  on  the  dock,  railroad  car, 
or  barge,  not  in  conjunction  with  ship's  slings  and  gear.  There  is  no  funda- 
mental difference  in  the  qualifications  for  longshore  and  dock  work  but, 
in  general,  dock  work  is  less  arduous.) 

The  supplementary  agreements  differ  only  to  the  extent  that  the  nature 
of  the  port  differs — the  type  of  cargo  handled,  the  construction  of  the 
piers,  and  the  equipment  in  use. 

The  system  of  industrial  jurisprudence  which  has  evolved  for  the  admin- 
istration of  the  agreement  is  also  coast-wide  and  is  designed  to  achieve 
uniformity  in  contract  observance.  The  lowest  level  in  the  system  is  the 
Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  in  each  port,  composed  of  three  repre- 
sentatives each  of  the  employers  and  the  union.  If  the  members  of  the 
committee  are  unable  to  reach  agreement,  or  if  they  feel  that  a  basic  ques- 
tion of  contract  interpretation  is  involved,  the  matter  is  referred  to  a  similar 
committee  which  has  jurisdiction  over  one  of  the  four  regional  areas  into 
which  the  Coast  has  been  divided.  The  parties  jointly  retain  impartial 
arbitrators  in  each  area  to  whom  disputes  are  referred  from  the  Area  Labor 
Relations  Committees.  Appeals  from  the  decisions  of  area  arbitrators  are 
taken  to  a  coast-wide  committee  of  employers  and  union  representatives, 
and  final  review  rests  with  a  coast  arbitrator. 

Since  industry  practices  in  West  Coast  ports  are  basically  the  same,  it 
is  possible  to  see  how  the  system  operates  by  examining  a  representative 
hiring  hall.  Seattle  was  chosen  because  it  enjoys  the  unique  distinction 
among  United  States  ports  of  having  been  the  first  to  abandon  the  shape-up 
in  favor  of  a  central  hiring  hall  as  a  device  to  minimize  the  irregularity  of 
longshore  employment. 

The  Port  of  Seattle  is  a  more  compact  unit  than  New  York  harbor  and 
employs  about  one-tenth  as  many  longshoremen.  The  map  on  page  147 
shows  the  section  of  the  port  assigned  to  commercial  shipping — an  area 
approximately  10  miles  long  and  including  95  piers  and  docks.  Facilities 
for  loading  and  discharging  cargo  are  vastly  more  efficient  than  in  New 
York.  Railroad  tracks  running  out  on  all  piers  in  this  section  connect 
with  the  four  major  railroad  systems  which  have  terminals  in  Seattle.  A 
through  truck  route  is  also  adjacent  to  the  piers  and,  unlike  New  York, 
Seattle  pier  warehouses  provide  ample  storage  space.  The  source  of  long- 
shore employment  which  fluctuates  most  widely — foreign  trade — is  less 
important  in  Seattle  than  in  New  York,  accounting  for  only  about  20  per 
cent  of  waterborne  commerce,  but  as  in  ports  anywhere  longshore  employ- 
ment is  inevitably  irregular. 
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Employers  in  the  Port  of  Seattle  are,  for  the  most  part,  contracting 
stevedoring  companies  and  terminal  operators  although,  as  in  New  York, 
some  shipping  companies  operate  their  own  stevedoring  subsidiaries. 
Seattle  employers  are  represented  by  the  Washington  area  branch  of  the 
Pacific  Maritime  Association.  The  Washington  area  has  71  members,  19 
of  whom  employ  longshoremen  directly;  the  rest  are  shipping  companies 
or  their  Pacific  Coast  agents.  Some  longshoremen  are  employed  by  Seattle 
firms  which  are  not  members  of  the  PMA;  these  are  mainly  inland  firms 
such  as  flour-milling  concerns  which  operate  their  own  docks  but  are  not 
engaged  hi  the  maritime  industry. 

Regular  longshoremen  and  dockworkers  in  Seattle  are  members  of 
Local  19,  ILWU,  which  has  had  continuous  contractual  relations  with 
Seattle  employers  since  1934.  More  precisely,  the  longshoremen  v/ere 
represented  by  Local  38-12,  International  Longshoremen's  Association 
(AFL),  from  1934  to  1937.  When  the  majority  of  the  West  Coast  long- 
shoremen withdrew  from  the  ILA  and  affiliated  with  the  CIO,  the  Seattle 
local  became  Local  19,  ILWU.  In  1953,  the  membership  of  Local  19 
was  approximately  1,500.  Marked  differences  between  the  ports  of  New 
York  and  Seattle  can  be  seen  in  the  internal  administration  of  the  long- 
shoremen's unions.  Unlike  ILA  locals,  Local  19  has  a  very  active  mem- 
bership. Regular  meetings  are  held  every  two  weeks  with  200  members 
constituting  a  quorum;  elections  are  conducted  each  year,  customarily 
by  using  voting  machines  rented  from  the  city  hall;  the  initiation  fee  is 
$10  and  dues  are  $4  a  month;  salaries  of  local  officers  are  kept  roughly 
commensurate  with  the  earnings  of  longshoremen,  and  there  is  a  tradition 
in  the  local  that  officers  go  off  the  payroll  during  strikes. 

To  supervise  the  hiring  system,  the  Seattle  Joint  Labor  Relations  Com- 
mittee, consisting  of  representatives  of  the  union  and  the  employers,  meets 
every  two  weeks  alternately  in  the  office  of  the  employers'  association  and 
the  union,  with  the  two  parties  taking  turns  in  the  chairmanships;  special 
meetings  are  held  when  necessary.  Two  of  the  committee's  primary  duties 
are  to  adjust  the  number  of  men  registered  in  the  hall  in  response  to  the 
over-all  needs  of  the  port,  and  to  serve  as  the  second  level  in  the  grievance 
procedure — after  the  foreman  and  gang  steward  or  business  agent  have 
dealt  with  the  grievance  on  the  job.  As  in  other  Pacific  Coast  ports, 
expenses  of  maintaining  the  hiring  hall,  including  the  salaries  of  the  dis- 
patching staff,  are  shared  by  the  parties. 

Here,  in  contrast  to  the  shape-up  or  government-operated  hiring  halls, 
the  problems  of  a  casual-labor  market  are  met  by  a  hiring  hall  administered 
by  the  parties  themselves.  How  well  does  the  hiring  hall  work,  and  how 
did  it  evolve? 
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Labor  unionism  in  Seattle  was  born  in  the  atmosphere  of  a  frontier, 
and  labor  relations  on  the  Seattle  waterfront  have  always  had  a  flavor 
different  from  those  in  New  York.  First  attempts  to  organize  on  the  docks 
came  at  a  time  when  Seattleites  were  still  carving  a  city  from  the  wilderness 
of  Northwest  forests,  and  while  the  original  pioneers  were  still  in  the  proc- 
ess of  making  their  fortunes.  The  first  longshoremen  were  predominantly 
rootless,  undisciplined  men — many  were  soon  to  join  with  fellow  philo- 
sophical anarchists  in  the  lumber  camps  to  form  the  backbone  of  the 
Industrial  Workers  of  the  World  (IWW).  In  contrast  to  the  New  York 
waterfront,  which  was  flooded  by  waves  of  immigrants  landing  with  their 
families  in  New  York  during  the  nineteenth  century,  labor  was  scarce  on 
the  frontier.  As  in  any  frontier  area,  in  early  Seattle  longshoremen  were 
highly  mobile — they  could  always  move  on  to  Alaska  or  to  another  coast 
port  if  conditions  on  the  docks  were  not  to  their  liking.  The  freedom  of 
movement  enjoyed  by  workers  in  all  frontier  ports  enhanced  their  bar- 
gaining power  with  the  employers,  who  were  busily  engaged  in  establish- 
ing the  West  Coast  shipping  industry.  Consequently  the  longshoremen 
influenced  the  structure  of  the  collective-bargaining  relationship  to  a  much 
greater  extent  than  workers  in  more  settled  parts  of  the  country.  One  of 
the  most  striking  features  of  West  Coast  bargaining  history  has  been  the 
constant  pressure  on  employers  to  unify  and  coordinate  their  actions  as  a 
group  in  order  to  keep  up  with  the  ever-increasing  cohesiveness  of  the 
longshoremen  up  and  down  the  1 ,200  miles  of  coastline.  The  drive  of  the 
workers  to  gain  undisputed  control  of  hiring  forced  first  the  union  and 
then  the  employers  to  widen  their  range  of  effectiveness.  Since  both  sides 
soon  became  about  evenly  matched,  the  battles  for  dominance  on  the 
docks  were  destined  to  be  some  of  the  most  bitter  in  recent  labor  history. 
Only  when  the  employers  and  the  union  finally  agreed  to  accept  the  other 
as  a  partner  in  the  hiring  hall  did  the  West  Coast  waterfront  settle  down 
to  stability. 

Early  History 

The  first  attempt  of  the  dock  workers  to  corner  waterfront  jobs  came  in 
1889,  when  Washington  was  still  a  territory,  and  Seattle,  which  had  been 
incorporated  as  a  city  for  only  ten  years,  had  a  population  of  about  35,000. 
The  men's  first  organization  was  a  coooperative  operated  by  the  Steve- 
dores, Longshoremen  and  Riggers'  Union  of  Seattle.  According  to  its 
articles  of  incorporation,  the  cooperative  had  a  laudable  purpose: 

...  to  improve  the  condition  of  its  membership  morally, 
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socially,  and  materially,  by  timely  counsel  and  instructive  les- 
sons, and  by  assistance  to  obtain  employment  when  in  need.* 

Men  owning  stock  in  the  cooperative  enjoyed  preference  in  employment 
on  the  docks;  new  union  members  could  not  obtain  shares  until  some 
original  stockholder  was  ready  to  sell.  This  method  of  controlling  jobs 
worked  satisfactorily  for  a  few  years,  but  its  inflexibility  was  unsuited  to 
the  rapidly  expanding  industry  in  the  port.  Around  the  turn  of  the  century, 
the  cooperative  lost  its  monopoly  position  when  new  union  members, 
seeing  the  best  jobs  always  going  to  the  original  stockholders,  refused  to 
support  the  organization. 

By  1902,  a  new  union  with  some  300  members  was  operating  in  Seattle. 
This  organization,  the  Longshoremen's  Mutual  Benefit  Association,  was 
originally  affiliated  with  the  ILA,  but  for  reasons  which  are  not  clear  its 
charter  was  revoked  in  1903.8  For  a  brief  period,  Seattle  longshoremen 
switched  their  allegiance  to  Local  1,  Pacific  Coast  Federation  of  Long- 
shoremen, which  appears  to  have  been  a  dual  organization  (to  the  ILA) 
set  up  by  the  International  Seamen's  Union. f  When  the  union  secretary 
decamped  with  the  funds,  those  Seattle  longshoremen  who  were  still 
interested  in  unionism  returned  to  the  ILA.  The  local  in  Seattle  was  weak, 
but  there  were  enough  union  members  scattered  among  the  various  coast 
ports  to  send  a  strong  delegation  to  the  ILA  convention  in  1904.  The  West 
Coast  delegates  persuaded  the  convention  to  establish  the  Pacific  Coast 
District  Council,  No.  38,  and  to  give  district  officers  authority  to  grant 
local  charters  and  pass  on  all  agreements  negotiated  by  its  component 
locals.3  The  creation  of  an  almost  completely  autonomous  unit  on  the 
West  Coast  had  far-reaching  implications.  First,  district  officials  saw  the 
entire  coast  as  their  responsibility  and  this  led  them  to  strive  continuously 
to  make  the  coast  one  single  bargaining  unit.  Second,  this  decentralization 
of  authority  within  the  ILA  permitted  officers  of  the  international  union, 
most  of  whom  were  Easterners,  to  focus  their  attention  on  East  Coast 
problems,  and  they  lost  touch  with  Western  developments. 


*  The  articles  of  incorporation  are  included  in  a  collection  of  miscellaneous  ma- 
terial donated  to  the  Tacoma  Public  Library  by  a  nameless,  old-time  Tacoma  long- 
shoreman. Also  included  in  the  material  is  his  personal  history  of  the  many  early 
attempts  to  organize  longshoremen  in  the  Northwest,  hereafter  cited  as  Tacoma 
History. 

t  Washington  (State)  Bureau  of  Labor,  Fifth  Biennial  Report  .  .  .  1905-1906 
(Olympia:  1906),  p.  97.  This  raid  by  Andrew  Furuseth,  leader  of  the  West  Coast 
sailors'  union,  was  apparently  in  retaliation  against  the  ILA's  move,  a  year  earlier, 
to  extend  its  jurisdiction  to  cover  sea-going  personnel.  Although  Furuseth  suc- 
ceeded, in  1907,  in  securing  an  order  from  the  AFL  restricting  the  ILA's  jurisdiction 
to  shoreside  workers,  the  rivalry  between  sailors  and  longshoremen  has  persisted 
to  this  day  on  the  Pacific  Coast. 
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With  the  help  of  Pacific  Coast  District  officials,  the  Seattle  local  gradu- 
ally gained  strength,  and  its  recovery  resulted  in  the  formation  of  a  strong 
employers'  association.4  Known  originally  as  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  of  Seattle,  its  effectiveness  was  demonstrated  when  it  drove  the  ILA 
off  the  docks  hi  the  winter  of  1907-1908,  and  it  was  not  until  1911  that 
the  Tacoma  historian  could  report  that  "progress  in  organizing  Seattle 
is  being  made."  Again  in  1912,  the  Waterfront  Employers  Union  defeated 
the  longshoremen  after  a  long  strike.  But  by  1915,  Local  38-12,  as  the 
Seattle  local  was  then  designated,  had  revived  sufficiently  to  enable  the 
Pacific  Coast  District  to  secure  a  signed  agreement  and  a  wage  increase 
from  all  employers  in  Puget  Sound  and  British  Columbia.5 

Encouraged  by  this  success,  longshoremen  up  and  down  the  coast 
opened  their  first  attack  on  the  shape-up  which  was  then  in  use  but  which, 
as  the  Washington  State  Bureau  of  Labor  noted  in  1916,  was  strongly 
disliked:  "The  men  ...  do  not  take  kindly  to  the  'line-up'  system  of 
selecting  crews  which  is  in  vogue.  This  method  is  called  the  'shape'  in 
New  York."6  When  negotiations  opened  that  year,  the  Pacific  Coast  Dis- 
trict demanded  a  closed  shop,  presumably  intending  to  insist  that  all  men 
be  hired  through  union  halls.  The  employers  refused,  and  2,000  long- 
shoremen in  Seattle  and  8,700  in  other  ports  began  a  coast-wide  walk-out. 
The  strikers  were  met  with  determined  resistance  all  along  the  coast  and 
particularly  in  Seattle,  where  strikebreakers  imported  from  the  East  were 
used  extensively.  In  the  third  week  of  the  strike,  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor  succeeded  in  arranging  a  truce  and  appointing  a  mediator,  but 
just  as  the  men  began  returning  to  work  a  strikebreaker  murdered  one  of 
the  longshoremen.  Seattle  union  members  immediately  posted  a  notice 
that  unless  all  strikebreakers  were  discharged  by  5  P.M.  the  next  day,  the 
back-to-work  movement  would  halt.  The  employers  ignored  the  ultimatum 
and  the  coast  was  again  shut  down.*  The  strike  dragged  on  for  more  than 
two  months  with  neither  side  willing  to  retreat  on  the  issue  of  control  of 
hiring  but  finally,  on  the  74th  day,  the  men  admitted  defeat  and  returned 
to  work  on  the  employers'  terms. 

The  unity  displayed  by  the  men  during  the  1916  strike  convinced  em- 
ployers that  drastic  measures  would  be  necessary  to  suppress  the  union.  In 
Seattle,  employers  established  their  own  hiring  halls  (they  were  euphe- 
mistically called  "employment  offices")  and  introduced  the  use  of  "rustling 
cards."7  For  a  man  to  be  hired,  he  had  to  report  to  one  of  these  halls  and 


*  A  practice  adopted  soon  after  the  creation  of  the  Pacific  Coast  District  con- 
tributed to  the  coast-wide  solidarity  of  the  union.  Union  members  were  permitted 
to  transfer  from  one  port  to  another,  and  many  roving  longshoremen  had  come  to 
feel  as  much  identity  with  fellow  members  in,  say,  San  Francisco,  as  with  those  in 
Seattle. 
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present  his  card,  which  contained  a  history  of  his  union  activity.  Despite 
this  effective  device  for  weeding  out  union  men  (rustling  cards  had  been 
used  earlier  to  blacklist  IWW  members  in  the  Northwest  lumber  industry) , 
the  locals  in  Seattle  and  Tacoma  were  able,  in  1917,  to  muster  enough 
power  to  force  the  employers  to  participate  with  them  in  a  regional  panel 
of  the  National  Adjustment  Commission.8  In  December  of  that  year,  the 
commission  handed  down  an  award  which  forbade  the  use  of  rustling 
cards,  prohibited  employers  from  discriminating  against  ILA  members, 
and  placed  the  employers'  halls  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S. 
Shipping  Board.  After  July  1,  1918,  the  halls  were  to  be  closed  and  the 
men  hired  on  the  docks.  This  decision  was  accepted  reluctantly  by  the 
employers,  but  was  carried  out  as  ordered.  On  its  face,  this  award  makes 
it  appear  that  the  union  and  the  impartial  member  of  the  commission 
preferred  the  shape-up  to  a  hiring  hall,  but  this  inference  is  unwarranted. 
The  men  considered  the  employers'  halls  as  little  more  than  "shape-ups 
with  a  roof  over  them"  and  were  willing  to  forgo  the  protection  these 
structures  afforded  against  inclement  weather  because  of  their  belief  that 
decentralizing  the  hiring  process  would  make  blacklisting  more  difficult.8 

The  award  provided  a  great  stimulus  to  union  organization.  In  1919 
the  ILA  was  again  able  to  negotiate  a  signed  agreement  covering  all  ports 
in  Oregon,  as  well  as  those  in  Washington  and  British  Columbia,  with 
the  Northwest  Waterfront  Employers'  Union — an  enlarged  association 
designed  to  parallel  and  offset  the  bargaining  strength  of  the  union's 
regional  structure.  The  employers  agreed  to  a  10-cent  wage  increase,  and 
to  give  preference  in  employment  to  union  men.  In  return,  the  union 
agreed  to  take  hi  all  men  then  working  regularly  on  the  waterfront.10  This 
meant  accepting  as  union  members  men  who  had  scabbed  during  the  1 9 1 6 
strike,  and  even  several  strikebreakers  who  had  stayed  on  hi  Seattle  and 
Tacoma;  but  the  reluctance  of  the  unionists  to  make  this  concession  was 
mitigated  by  the  fact  that  in  1919  longshore  work  was  plentiful  hi  these 
ports. 

If  Seattle  employers  interpreted  the  union's  acceptance  of  this  condition 
as  a  sign  that  Local  38-12  was  losing  its  militancy,  they  were  immediately 
disabused  of  that  notion.  The  signatures  on  the  contract  were  hardly  dry 
when  the  local  voted  to  participate  in  the  nation's  first  general  strike.  The 
unions  planning  the  general  strike  elected  a  committee  of  fifteen  to  run  the 
strike  and  decide  what  work  would  be  performed.  In  the  words  of  the 
strike  historian  who  recorded  the  requests  received  by  the  committee: 
"Longshoremen  asked  permission  to  handle  government  mails,  customs, 
and  baggage.  Permit  given  for  mails  and  customs  but  not  for  baggage."11 
When  the  ships'  whistles  sounded  at  10  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  Febru- 
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ary  6  announcing  the  start  of  the  strike,  longshoremen  joined  with  the 
68,000  other  workers  who  brought  Seattle  industry  to  an  almost  complete 
halt  for  five  days.  Although  the  aims  of  Seattle  workers  in  the  general 
strike  were  never  completely  clear,  it  is  not  inappropriate  to  call  this  the 
longshoremen's  first  experience  with  using  a  strike  as  a  means  of  political 
protest.* 

The  local's  second  political  protest  came  the  same  year.  Earlier,  when 
American,  Japanese,  British,  and  French  forces  were  gathering  in  Siberia 
for  the  Allied  intervention  in  the  Russian  Revolution,  Local  38-12  had 
sent  President  Wilson  a  resolution  stating  that  Seattle  longshoremen  "will 
not  handle  munitions  destined  for  Russia  over  the  docks  of  Seattle."  Their 
resolution  was  tested  in  October,  1919,  when  the  SS  Delight  put  in  at 
Seattle  to  load  Winchester  rifles  for  shipment  to  American  forces  in  Russia. 
The  longshoremen,  supported  by  the  State  Federation  of  Labor,  refused  to 
handle  the  cargo.  At  first,  the  employers  threatened  to  cancel  the  prefer- 
ence-of-employment  clause  if  the  rifles  were  not  loaded,  but  enough  super- 
visory personnel  were  recruited  to  permit  the  SS  Delight  to  collect  its 
cargo  and  depart,  and  the  threat  was  forgotten." 

Economic  events  in  1920  drastically  changed  the  relationship  of  the 
longshoremen  and  the  employers.  As  war-induced  shipments  fell  off  and 
business  declined,  activity  in  the  port  dwindled.  By  the  end  of  World  War  I, 
Seattle  was  no  longer  a  frontier  town.  The  longshoremen,  who  had  lost 
their  mobility  of  earlier  days,  were  hit  hard  by  the  shortage  of  work.  Local 
38-12  urged  employers  to  share  available  jobs  among  its  members  by 
hiring  them  in  rotation.  The  employers  rejected  the  plan  and,  in  an  ill- 
timed  move,  the  union  struck.  The  local  was  completely  defeated  and  its 
charter  revoked  for  not  having  cleared  the  strike  action  through  the  Pacific 
Coast  District.  The  1920  strike  marked  the  end  of  effective  unionism  on 
Seattle  docks  for  the  next  13  years.f 

In  both  New  York  and  Seattle,  the  ILA  was  ineffective  during  the 
1920's  but  there  the  parallel  ends.  In  New  York,  the  union  lapsed  into 
docility  after  the  rank  and  file  unsuccessfully  rebelled  against  their  officials' 


*  The  general  strike  was  called  to  support  the  shipyard  workers  in  their  efforts 
to  force  a  government  agency,  the  Shipbuilding  Adjustment  Commission,  to  permit 
Seattle  employers  to  pay  a  previously  existing  wage  differential  over  the  East  Coast 
scale.  The  strike  was  touched  off  when  a  telegram  sent  by  the  commission  to  the 
Seattle  Metal  Trades  Association  (the  employers)  was  delivered  by  accident  to  the 
Seattle  Metal  Trades  Council  (the  unions).  The  telegraph  message  indicated  that 
although  employers  were  willing  to  pay  the  differential,  they  were  being  threatened 
with  loss  of  government  contracts  if  they  broke  the  scale  set  up  by  the  commission. 

t  During  the  postwar  depression,  the  Seattle  experience  was  duplicated  in  other 
Pacific  Coast  ports  with  the  exception  of  the  Tacoma  local  which  maintained  its 

(Note  continued  on  following  page.) 
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acceptance  of  the  "Woolworth  Five-and-Ten  Cent  Award."  In  Seattle,  the 
union  was  smashed  on  the  issue  of  rotation  in  hiring. 

The  Employers'  Hiring  Hall 

The  disappearance  of  the  union  did  not  eliminate  the  problem  of  hiring 
practices  on  the  waterfront.  Control  of  hiring  now  rested  exclusively  with 
the  employers,  but  dissatisfaction  with  the  shape-up  was  widespread.  It 
was  evident  that  some  acceptable  alternative  had  to  be  found,  and  in  1921 
Seattle  employers  embarked  on  the  first  effort  made  in  any  American  port 
to  "decasualize"  the  casual-labor  market.  The  Seattle  system  was  devised 
by  Frank  P.  Foisie,  then  a  young  and  recent  addition  to  the  staff  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers  Union.  It  was  adopted,  according  to  Foisie 

...  as  an  outgrowth  of  realization  by  employers  that  they  must 
voluntarily  improve  the  conditions  of  the  men  as  far  as  the  re- 
sources of  the  industry  made  possible,  if  they  were  to  have  peace 
in  the  port  and  economy  in  cargo  handling;  and  a  feeling  by  the 
men  that  any  new  deal  would  be  worth  trying.  The  industry  had 
suffered  for  years  from  recurring  strikes,  with  striking  on  the 
job  in  between,  much  pilferage,  high  accident  frequency,  arbi- 
trary load  limits  and  minimum  gang  requirements.  The  men 
bore  the  burdens  of  a  beach  flooded  with  a  great  surplus,  seeking 
uncertain  work  from  dock  to  dock,  under  continuous  labor 
excitement.13 

The  first  steps  in  setting  up  the  system  were  to  establish  one  central 
hiring  hall  to  serve  the  entire  port  and  to  limit  the  labor  supply  by  regis- 
tering hi  the  hall  only  the  number  of  men  needed  to  serve  the  normal 
requirements  of  the  port.  The  job  of  deciding  which  men  should  be  regis- 
tered and  who  should  be  eliminated  from  the  labor  force  was  carried  out 
by  a  committee  composed  of  four  employers  and  four  longshoremen. 
This  committee  began  by  making  a  careful  survey  of  the  work  experience 
and  qualifications  of  all  men  then  working  on  the  waterfront. 

The  status  of  about  800  men  who  had  been  working  for  the  larger  com- 
panies as  steady  employees  ("company  gangs")  remained  undisturbed, 
but  the  number  of  men  who  had  formerly  been  hired  as  they  were  needed 
in  the  shape-up,  and  who  were  now  to  be  hired  from  the  hall,  was  cut  from 
about  1,400  to  612.  The  first  group  weeded  out  were  the  "floaters" — 
those  men  who  did  not  intend  to  make  longshoring  their  primary  occupa- 


identity  during  the  1920's.  The  Tacoma  historian  (mentioned  in  footnote  1)  recorded 
attempts  of  Tacoma  officials  to  reestablish  locals  in  other  coast  ports  in  1921,  1922, 
and  1923.  Finally  in  1923  he  wrote,  "Finis  San  Francisco,  Portland,  Vancouver 
[B.C.] ,  and  Seattle,  under  the  old  slogan  'We'll  go  it  alone'." 
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tion.  The  total  was  then  further  reduced  by  a  process  of  elimination  based 
on  such  factors  as  a  man's  length  of  service,  skill,  family  responsibilities, 
and  permanency  of  residence. 

The  remaining  612  men  were  then  listed  on  the  roster  in  the  hiring  hall 
according  to  their  skills.  Some  of  them  were  organized  into  "hall  gangs" 
in  which  men  always  worked  together  as  a  unit,  and  others  were  listed 
on  an  extra  board  from  which  they  were  dispatched  as  replacements  in 
the  hall  gangs  or  as  members  of  make-up  gangs.  A  small  group  of  men 
were  registered  as  apprentices;  they  were  dispatched  from  a  try-out  board 
after  all  regular  men  had  been  sent  out.  Casual  workers  were  hired  when, 
due  to  unusually  heavy  calls  for  longshoremen,  the  regular  and  try-out 
boards  were  exhausted. 

A  basic  aim  of  the  system,  as  explained  by  Foisie,  was  to  improve  the 
welfare  of  the  men  by  equalizing  their  earnings.  A  conscious  effort  was 
made  to  divide  work  equally  among  members  of  company  gangs  and  hall 
gangs — no  company  gang  was  permitted  to  earn  more  than  a  certain 
maximum  per  week  if  the  earnings  of  hall  gangs  fell  below  a  certain  level. 
All  men  listed  on  the  extra  board  were  hired  in  rotation,  and  their  earnings 
were  roughly  equal  from  month  to  month.  A  central  paying  office  was 
installed  in  order  to  save  the  longshoremen  much  time  formerly  spent 
in  collecting  their  pay  from  each  employer. 

The  system  embodied  employee  representation  (company  unionism) — 
a  phenomenon  typical  of  the  1920's.  Joint  committees  were  set  up  to 
administer  the  hall,  supervise  safety  procedures,  and  negotiate  wages  and 
hours.14  A  manual  was  published  assuring  the  men,  among  other  things, 
that  elections  of  worker  representatives  to  the  various  committees  would 
be  free  and  by  secret  ballot,  that  committee  members  would  enjoy  freedom 
of  speech,  and  that  there  would  be  no  discrimination  against  union  men. 
According  to  the  hiring  hall's  founder,  the  employee-representation  plan 
was  taken  bodily  from  the  recommendations  of  President  Wilson's  Sec- 
ond Industrial  Conference,  and  the  procedures  used  in  setting  up  the 
hiring  system  from  the  experience  in  British  ports.15 

Foisie's  system  operated  almost  without  incident  all  during  the  1920's. 
When  port  business  fell  off  during  the  depression  of  the  1930's,  the  Joint 
Employment  Committee  did  not  replace  names  in  the  registered  list  when 
longshoremen  dropped  out  of  the  industry.  Only  three  men,  all  sons  of 
disabled  longshoremen,  were  newly  registered  during  the  depression  years. 
In  1929,  there  were  664  names  on  the  roster;  only  525  men  were  listed 
when  unionism  again  began  stirring  on  the  waterfront  in  1933. 

It  is  a  tribute  to  the  ingenuity  and  foresight  of  Frank  Foisie  and  the 
other  Seattle  employers  that  the  basic  features  of  their  hiring  hall  are  still 
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in  use  in  Seattle,  although  a  strong  union  now  participates  as  a  full  partner 
in  administering  the  system.* 

Resurgence  of  Unionism 

Several  times  during  the  period  when  the  employers  enjoyed  undisputed 
control  of  the  waterfront  the  nucleus  of  men  who  had  maintained  their 
interest  in  the  ILA — most  of  whom  worked  in  Tacoma — had  attempted 
without  success  to  revive  the  locals  in  Seattle  and  other  Northwest  ports. f 
When  the  National  Industrial  Recovery  Act  was  passed  in  1933,  including 
section  7a  (encouraging  workers  to  organize),  ILA  members  made 
another  try  at  reestablishing  the  Pacific  Coast  District  organization.  This 
time  they  were  remarkably  successful.  Longshoremen  up  and  down  the 
coast  responded  enthusiastically  to  the  appeals  of  ILA  organizers,f  and  the 
Seattle  local  gathered  enough  support  to  force  the  resignation  of  the 
worker  representatives  on  the  employer-sponsored  committee  in  Novem- 
ber and  to  demand  that  delegates  elected  by  Local  38-12  be  substituted. 
The  men's  receptiveness  to  bona  fide  unionism  was  based  on  several 
common  complaints  against  the  employers'  hiring  system.  For  one  thing, 
the  company  union  had  been  ineffectual  in  bargaining  for  higher  wages. 
Although  earnings  of  all  men  registered  in  the  hall  were  equalized,  the 
basic  wage  rate  was  low  (despite  a  10-cent  increase  given  the  men  during 
the  organizing  campaign)  and  the  men  were  bitter  about  their  incomes. 
An  even  more  frequently  voiced  complaint  against  the  system  was  that 
men  were  forced  to  submit  to  a  speed-up  to  keep  their  positions  in  com- 
pany gangs,  where  earnings  were  higher  than  those  of  hall  men.  The  men 
saw  in  the  union  a  means  of  abolishing  the  use  of  company  gangs  and 


*  Foisie  later  became  head  of  the  Seattle  employers'  association,  then  head  of  the 
coast-wide  employers  group.  He  could  never  reconcile  himself  to  accepting  union 
participation  in  the  hiring  system  he  had  created.  The  personal  hatred  which  devel- 
oped in  later  years  between  Foisie  and  the  union's  spokesman,  Harry  Bridges,  played 
an  important  part  in  the  savage  industrial  warfare  which  was  sustained  on  West 
Coast  docks  for  the  next  14  years.  When  the  employers'  association  was  reorganized 
after  the  famous  1948  strike — which  resulted  in  what  many  observers  believe  to  be 
a  permanent  armistice  between  the  parties — Foisie  resigned  as  president  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Association  and  became  administrator  of  the  Sailors'  Union 
of  the  Pacific  pension  program. 

t  Pacific  Coast  District  officers  attempted  to  reestablish  the  locals  in  the  late  1920's, 
and  had  especially  high  hopes  for  their  organizing  drive  in  1927,  when  an  organ- 
izing meeting  held  in  Olympia  was  attended  by  several  international  union  officers 
from  the  East.  The  Tacoma  historian  wrote  of  the  meeting,  "Brother  Joseph  Ryan, 
first  vice-president  of  the  international,  was  present  and  made  a  great  impression  on 
the  delegates,  one  and  all." 

J  By  1933,  Portland  and  Los  Angeles  employers  had  established  hiring  halls  simi- 
lar to  the  one  in  Seattle,  but  the  shape-up  still  existed  in  San  Francisco. 
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extending  the  rotation  principle  to  all  longshoremen  in  the  port.  Further- 
more, many  longshoremen  had  a  deep-rooted  aversion  against  the  pater- 
nalism of  Foisie's  system.  A  study  made  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor 
in  the  early  1930's  emphasized  this  factor: 

The  principal  difficulty  with  the  existing  schemes  ...  is 
not  in  the  schemes  per  se.  It  is  due  primarily  to  the  fact  that  the 
plan  was  promulgated  and  carried  out  by  the  employers  against 
the  strong  opposition  of  organized  labor.18 

Union  members  were  convinced  that  they  were  discriminated  against  in 
the  halls  and,  even  today,  Seattle  longshoremen  refer  to  the  old  system  as 
"working  out  of  the  fink  hah1."  The  Department  of  Labor's  survey  indi- 
rectly supported  charges  of  discrimination  by  cautioning  that  in  any  new 
system  which  might  be  put  into  operation 

new  registration  of  longshoremen  and  a  new  alignment  of 
gangs  shall  be  made  compulsory  in  order  to  include  the  workers 
who  hitherto  for  one  reason  or  another  have  been  excluded, 
or  who  voluntarily  abstained  from  participation  in  the  decasu- 
alization  scheme.17 

Seattle  employers  vigorously  denied  any  anti-union  bias  hi  the  halls,  and 
Foisie  defended  their  reluctance  to  recognize  the  ILA: 

The  unwillingness  of  the  employers  in  the  past  to  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  the  men  is  not  based  on  opposition  to  union- 
ism, as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  there  has  not  been  a  single  case 
of  discrimination  against  the  ILA  men  in  all  the  years.18 

Seattle  employers  originally  refused  to  open  negotiations  with  Local 
38-12  on  the  grounds  that  the  entire  shipping  industry  would  soon  be 
reorganized  under  an  NRA  code  then  being  debated  in  Washington.  One 
section  of  the  proposed  shipping  code,  which  had  been  drawn  up  by  the 
American  Steamship  Owners'  Association,  provided  that  a  National  Ship- 
ping Labor  Board  be  established  to  study  methods  by  which  longshore  em- 
ployment could  be  made  less  irregular  and  to  formulate  national  rules  for 
hiring  longshoremen.  The  history  of  longshoring  on  both  coasts  might  have 
been  far  more  tranquil  had  this  code  been  adopted  but,  although  it  was 
approved  by  General  Hugh  S.  Johnson,  NRA  administrator,  it  was 
rejected  by  President  Roosevelt.19  When  abandonment  of  the  code  was 
announced,  the  Pacific  Coast  District  immediately  demanded  that  employ- 
ers open  negotiations.  Out  of  the  employers'  determination  not  to  give 
ground  on  the  union's  demands  in  these  negotiations,  and  the  union's 
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equally  firm  insistence  on  achieving  its  objectives,  came  the  bloody  1934 
strike  and  the  nation's  second  "general  strike." 

The  Great  Strike  of  1934 

Members  of  the  Pacific  Coast  District  held  two  conventions  in  the  winter 
of  1933  to  coordinate  their  line  of  attack.  Delegates  from  all  major  ports 
agreed  to  concentrate  their  efforts  on  two  basic  goals,  a  coast-wide  agree- 
ment and  union-controlled  hiring  halls  in  each  port.  A  central  negotiating 
committee  was  elected  and  early  in  1934  discussions  with  the  employers 
began  in  San  Francisco.  The  longshoremen  were  willing  to  bargain  on 
questions  of  wages  and  hours,  but  when  the  employers  flatly  rejected 
their  demands  for  union  hiring  halls  and  a  coast-wide  agreement,  the  men 
voted  in  a  coast-wide  referendum  to  strike  on  March  23.20 

The  strike  deadline  was  postponed  when  President  Roosevelt  requested 
the  longshoremen  to  wait  until  a  federal  body,  the  Fact-Finding  and 
Mediation  Board,  haJ  investigated  the  dispute.  The  members  of  the  board 
were  immediately  confronted  with  the  confused  question  of  who  was  rep- 
resented hi  the  negotiations.  After  several  weeks  of  investigating,  the  board 
announced  that  the  ILA  negotiators  had  not  demonstrated  that  they  spoke 
for  all  longshoremen  on  the  coast,  and  recommended  that  representation 
elections  be  held  in  the  various  ports.  The  board  further  pointed  out  that 
the  employers  involved  in  the  discussions  represented  only  San  Francisco 
firms,  and  recommended  that  employers  from  all  ports  be  called  in  on 
the  negotiations.  On  the  two  key  demands  of  the  men,  the  board  suggested 
a  compromise,  proposing  that  jointly  operated  halls  be  established  in 
each  port  under  a  coast-wide  agreement.21  San  Francisco  employers 
accepted  the  idea  of  joint  halls  but  balked  at  negotiating  a  coast-wide 
agreement.  Employers  in  Seattle  and  the  other  ports  refused  even  to  recog- 
nize the  ILA  as  the  longshoremen's  bargaining  agent,  and  on  May  9  a 
strike  which  was  to  last  83  days  began  in  all  Pacific  Coast  ports. 

To  most  people,  the  1934  waterfront  strike  is  synonymous  with  the 
famous  general  strike  in  San  Francisco,22  but  Seattle,  too,  was  a  battle- 
ground. On  the  first  day  of  the  strike,  the  1,400  longshoremen  in  Seattle 
threw  out  a  strong  picket  line  all  along  the  waterfront,  and  the  employers, 
who  had  expressed  confidence  in  the  loyalty  of  their  men  the  day  before 
the  strike  deadline  (the  head  of  the  waterfront  employers  had  told  report- 
ers, "We  do  not  think  the  walkout  will  affect  Seattle") ,  immediately  began 
recruiting  strikebreakers.23  It  was  evident  that  strikebreakers  could  not  be 
taken  through  the  picket  lines  in  front  of  the  docks  without  violence,  so 
the  employers  loaded  them  in  boats  elsewhere  in  the  harbor,  sailed  them 
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in  behind  the  picket  lines,  and  housed  them  on  unused  ships.  Among  the 
first  strikebreakers  hired  were  athletes  from  the  University  of  Washington, 
but  when  the  recruitment  program  on  the  campus  began  to  assume  major 
proportions,  University  President  Dr.  Hugo  Winkenwerder  urged  students 
to  stay  off  the  waterfront.  When  a  group  of  students  who  had  signed  up 
as  strikebreakers  gathered  at  the  university  dock  (located  on  an  inland 
lake  which  is  connected  with  the  commercial  harbor  by  a  set  of  locks), 
they  were  prevented  from  boarding  a  ferryboat  sent  to  pick  them  up  by 
the  university's  dean  of  men,  who  refused  to  let  the  ferry  tie  up  at  the  wharf. 

The  effectiveness  of  the  coast  tie-up  was  strengthened  when  five  other 
maritime  unions24  stopped  work,  first  in  support  of  the  ILA,  but  soon 
announcing  demands  of  their  own.  Eight  locals  of  the  Teamsters  in  various 
ports  announced  they  would  not  haul  cargo  from  struck  piers,  but  on  the 
third  day  of  the  strike  this  support  showed  signs  of  weakening  when  Dave 
Beck,  president  of  the  Seattle  Teamsters,  announced  that  his  truck  drivers 
were  returning  to  work  in  response  to  an  appeal  from  the  government. 
The  teamsters  ignored  Beck's  order  and  continued  to  support  the  strike, 
but  the  rift  between  the  longshoremen  and  Dave  Beck  constantly  widened 
from  this  time  on. 

The  first  open  threat  of  violence  in  Seattle  came  on  the  ninth  day,  when 
Mayor  John  Dore  called  the  strike  "a  soviet  of  longshoremen  who  are 
dictating  what  can  be  done  on  the  waterfront,"  and  threatened  to  open  the 
port  through  use  of  his  "official  power."  He  was  prevailed  upon  to  post- 
pone this  action  only  by  an  urgent  appeal  from  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Labor  Edward  F.  McGrady,  who  hurried  up  from  San  Francisco  and 
persuaded  the  mayor  that  the  use  of  force  in  Seattle  would  upset  negotia- 
tions then  going  on  in  the  Bay  area  under  the  auspices  of  the  President's 
mediation  board.  When  the  employers  had  seen  how  effectively  the  union 
was  able  to  tie  up  the  whole  coast,  they  had  reconciled  themselves  to  bar- 
gaining with  the  ILA,  and  the  four  regional  employers'  groups — in  Seattle, 
Portland,  San  Francisco,  and  Los  Angeles — had  sent  representatives  to 
meet  with  the  union's  negotiating  committee  in  San  Francisco.  The  media- 
tion board  proposed  to  the  parties  that  the  U.S.  Employment  Service  be 
asked  to  operate  hiring  halls  in  each  port,  but  this  was  unacceptable  to 
either  side.  The  employers  took  the  position  that  accepting  government 
halls  would  be  tantamount  to  "indirectly  favoring  the  closed  shop,"  and 
the  union  refused  on  the  grounds  that  government  halls  would  be  con- 
trolled by  the  shipping  interests.25 

Uncertainty  about  the  union's  position  on  the  issues  in  the  strike  was 
created  when  Joseph  P.  Ryan  flew  to  San  Francisco  in  mid-May  and, 
shortly  after  his  arrival,  announced  that  he  had  reached  a  settlement  with 
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the  employers.26  His  settlement  provided  for  separate  contracts  for  each 
port  and  jointly  operated  halls  in  which  employers  would  be  free  to  select 
their  men.*  Ryan's  appearance  on  the  scene  produced  the  first  split  in  the 
ranks  of  the  ILA.  He  had  been  able  to  persuade  three  of  the  old-time 
Pacific  Coast  District  officials  to  go  along  with  him  and  sign  the  agreement, 
but  the  rank  and  file  received  his  efforts  without  enthusiasm.  The  San 
Francisco  local  overwhelmingly  voted  down  the  agreement.  The  newly 
elected  leader  of  the  San  Francisco  strike  committee,  a  winch  operator 
named  Harry  Bridges,  announced  the  vote  to  the  press,f  characterizing 
Ryan's  agreement  as  an  "attempt  by  the  employers  to  sound  out  the  weak 
spots  in  the  ILA  organization."27 

When  it  was  learned  in  Seattle  that  San  Francisco  had  rejected  the  set- 
tlement, Dave  Beck  urged  local  longshoremen  to  make  a  "separate  peace." 
Learning  of  this  unexpected  support,  Ryan  set  out  for  Seattle.  While  en 
route,  he  demonstrated  his  lack  of  understanding  of  the  West  Coast  long- 
shoremen's sentiments  when  he  stated  at  Portland,  "It  is  up  to  the  locals 
hi  the  Northwest  to  vote  down  San  Francisco  and  save  that  local  from 
itself,"28  but  after  he  met  with  delegates  of  the  Northwest  locals  and  found 
they  shared  the  attitude  of  the  San  Francisco  men,  Ryan  announced,  "I 
have  a  different  slant  on  it  now  ...  I  don't  blame  the  strikers  if  they 
reject  the  peace  offer."89 

The  government's  next  move  came  in  a  statement  by  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Labor  McGrady  that  the  President  might  be  asked  to  impose  a  shipping 
code  limited  to  labor  provisions.  He  said  he  recognized  that  Pacific  Coast 
shipping  companies  would  oppose  such  a  code,  but  he  drew  attention  to  a 
strong  inducement  in  the  form  of  government  loans  and  subsidies  amount- 
ing to  more  than  $300,000,000.  Shortly  therafter,  the  employers  reversed 


*  The  ILA  would  have  been  permitted  to  keep  representatives  in  the  halls  to  see 
that  union  members  were  not  discriminated  against,  but  it  was  also  stipulated  in  the 
agreement  that  nonunion  men  were  to  be  accorded  equal  treatment.  Such  a  hall  was 
aptly  described  by  the  men  as  "a  shape-up  with  a  roof  over  it." 

f  This  was  the  first  time  Harry  Bridges  came  to  public  attention,  but  his  name 
was  to  be  in  the  headlines  for  the  next  twenty  years.  Bridges  was  born  in  Melbourne, 
Australia,  in  1901.  Educated  in  Catholic  schools,  he  became  a  sailor,  coming  to  the 
United  States  when  he  was  19.  For  years,  he  worked  as  a  longshoreman  in  San 
Francisco.  From  1934  to  the  present,  he  has  been  almost  continuously  engaged  in 
defending  himself  against  the  efforts  of  various  government  agencies  to  deport  him 
for  alleged  Communist  Party  membership.  In  the  late  1930's,  two  such  actions  were 
brought  against  him  by  the  U.S.  Immigration  Service.  In  1940,  a  bill  to  deport  him 
was  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives,  but  was  dropped  in  the  Senate  when  the 
U.S.  Attorney  general  advised  that  it  was  a  bill  of  attainder  and  could  not  stand  a 
constitutional  test.  During  the  1940's,  the  Justice  Department  brought  two  separate 
indictments  against  him  which  Bridges  carried  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court.  Both  were 
decided  in  his  favor — one  in  1945  and  the  other  in  1953.  In  June,  1954,  the  Justice 
Department  began  a  new  proceeding  against  him  on  the  same  grounds  as  the  earlier 
actions. 
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their  earlier  stand,  announcing  that  they  would  accept  government-oper- 
ated halls,  but  the  union  continued  its  opposition. 

Tension  on  the  Seattle  waterfront  increased  when  it  was  learned  that 
the  union  was  holding  out  for  control  of  the  halls,  and  several  shipping 
companies  and  fish-packing  houses  announced  plans  to  move  their  opera- 
tions to  Los  Angeles  where  the  port  was  not  so  completely  shut  down. 
These  announcements  caused  Dore's  successor,  Mayor  Charles  Smith, 
to  threaten  that  he  would  "take  action"  to  open  the  port  of  Seattle  if  a 
solution  to  the  tie-up  were  not  found.  In  response  to  this  threat,  Ryan  and 
Beck  called  a  hasty  conference  with  Seattle  employers  in  which  a  plan 
— again  providing  for  joint  operation  of  the  hiring  hall — was  drawn  up. 
Without  waiting  to  see  how  the  Northwest  locals  received  their  plan,  Ryan 
and  Beck  flew  to  San  Francisco  to  offer  it  there.  While  they  were  in  transit, 
Seattle  longshoremen  voted  it  down.* 

Two  days  later,  Mayor  Smith  again  appeared  on  the  scene  with  an  olive 
branch  in  one  hand  and  a  club  in  the  other.  First  he  offered  a  solution  to 
the  strike — the  city  would  operate  hiring  halls  for  all  types  of  maritime 
workers.  The  employers  immediately  accepted  the  offer,  but  the  men 
turned  it  down.  On  the  same  day,  the  mayor  announced  that  public  offi- 
cials in  Seattle,  Tacoma,  Portland,  and  three  small  Washington  ports  had 
agreed  on  plans  to  "open"  their  ports  simultaneously.  Later  that  day, 
Seattle  police  appeared  on  the  waterfront  with  a  tear  gas  spraying  device 
resembling  a  fire  hose,  and  Mayor  Smith,  taking  personal  charge  of  a  police 
detail,  raided  union  headquarters  and  seized  a  cache  of  baseball  bats.f 

The  next  day  brought  news  from  San  Francisco  that  Ryan's  peace  plan 
had  been  accepted  by  Thomas  G.  Plant  (acting  for  the  coast  employers) , 
that  a  new  agreement  had  been  signed,  and  that  the  strike  was  over4 
But,  again,  the  negotiators  had  neglected  to  consult  the  striking  longshore- 
men, and  the  Ryan-Plant  settlement — which  failed  to  give  the  union  con- 
trol of  the  hiring  halls — was  overwhelmingly  rejected  in  Seattle,  Tacoma, 


*  While  the  men  were  voting,  25  strikebreaking  seamen  armed  with  clubs  broke 
through  the  longshoremen's  picket  lines  and  sailed  a  tanker  out  of  the  harbor.  Four 
shots  were  fired — by  the  strikebreakers,  according  to  the  chief  of  police — but  they 
went  wild.  One  picket  was  treated  for  injuries  received  from  a  club-wielding  strike- 
breaker. 

t  The  sheriff  had  sworn  in  500  special  deputies  and  placed  an  order  for  the  bats 
with  a  Seattle  factory.  The  union  had  sent  pickets  to  the  factory  and  seized  the  bats. 

$  Ryan  and  J.  E.  Finnegan  of  the  Pacific  Coast  District  had  signed  for  the  ILA. 
Observance  of  the  agreement  "by  the  ILA  membership"  was  guaranteed  by  Dave 
Beck,  by  two  officials  of  the  San  Francisco  Teamsters'  Union,  by  two  members 
of  the  mediation  board,  and  by  Mayor  Rossi  of  San  Francisco.  John  F.  Forbes  of 
the  Industrial  Association  of  San  Francisco  guaranteed  observance  by  the  employ- 
ers. Beck  immediately  announced,  "The  teamsters  underwrite  this  agreement  and 
will  begin  hauling  material  from  the  docks  at  once." 
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Bellingham,  Olympia,  Aberdeen,  Longview,  Astoria,  Portland,  San  Fran- 
cisco, and  San  Diego.  Los  Angeles  longshoremen  approved  the  agreement 
by  a  vote  of  638  to  584,  but  remained  on  strike  after  learning  how  the  vote 
had  gone  in  other  ports. 

Ryan  attributed  the  negative  vote  to  the  work  of  "Communists  and 
strike  agitators."  He  threatened  to  revoke  the  charters  of  recalcitrant 
locals  and  issue  new  ones  to  "men  who  want  to  work,"  but  he  grossly 
misjudged  the  determination  of  the  Pacific  Coast  longshoremen.*  As  a 
result  of  Ryan's  mediation  efforts,  the  longshoremen  entered  into  a  formal 
alliance  with  the  other  striking  maritime  unions  (now  nine  in  number)  set- 
ting up  the  Joint  Maritime  Strike  Committee.30  Harry  Bridges,  who  had 
been  recently  moved  up  from  the  San  Francisco  strike  committee  to  head 
the  ILA  coast-wide  strike  committee,  was  elected  chairman  of  the  new 
organization.  He  immediately  announced  that  none  of  the  striking  unions 
would  return  to  work  until  the  demands  of  all  were  met. 

Throughout  America  during  the  1930's,  the  emergence  of  militant 
unionism  in  previously  unorganized  industries  was  often  accompanied 
by  charges  that  the  unions  were  led  by  Communists.  The  vigor  with  which 
these  charges  were  directed  against  the  resurgent  longshoremen's  union, 
beginning  in  mid-May  when  Ryan's  original  settlement  was  rejected  by 
the  men  and  reaching  a  crescendo  as  the  strike  continued  into  its  second 
month,  was  perhaps  unparalleled  elsewhere  in  the  country.  After  Bridges 
was  catapulted  from  the  ranks  into  leadership  of  the  strike,  he  became  the 
focal  point  of  these  charges,  but  Seattle  longshoremen  were  also  to  become 
the  target  of  a  similar  attack. 

When  news  of  the  formation  of  the  new  strike  committee  reached  Seattle, 
the  violence  which  had  long  been  building  up  on  the  Seattle  waterfront 
erupted.  Pickets  and  police  engaged  in  their  first  pitched  battle  at  Pier  40, 
and  a  few  days  later  city  officials  decided  to  open  Pier  41  under  police 
protection.  The  police  force  had  been  substantially  enlarged,  in  addition 
to  the  500  men  who  had  been  deputized  by  the  sheriff,  and  a  mounted 
unit  had  been  formed.  Before  moving  his  men  down  to  Pier  41  in  a  mile- 
long  caravan  on  June  30,  the  chief  of  police  gave  them  these  instructions: 

We  are  not  looking  for  trouble  but  we  are  prepared  for  it. 


*  Ryan's  presumption  that  he  could  arrogate  authority  to  himself  on  the  West 
Coast  as  freely  as  was  his  custom  in  New  York  was  disclosed  in  subsequent  testimony 
on  how  the  agreement  had  been  reached.  ILA  negotiators  had  been  expressly  in- 
structed by  the  membership  early  in  the  strike  that  any  settlement  would  be  valid 
only  after  a  coast-wide  vote.  However,  T.  G.  Plant  later  testified  that  Ryan  had  as- 
sured him  that  he  had  authority  to  make  a  binding  agreement  and  that  it  had  been 
clearly  understood  between  them  that  the  agreement  "was  not  to  be  submitted  to  a 
referendum  vote  of  the  men."  Waterfront  Employers  Union  of  San  Francisco, 
Statement  of  Thomas  G.  Plant  .  .  .  ,  pp.  18-19. 

100 


Some  of  you  are  armed  with  tear  gas,  some  with  guns.  See  that 
your  guns  are  in  good  shape.  But  use  them  only  as  a  last  extrem- 
ity, for  the  protection  of  life  and  property. 

A  strike  council  was  appointed  in  this  city  weeks  ago.  The 
man  at  the  head  of  it  is  one  of  the  most  prominent  Communists 
on  the  Pacific  Coast.  That's  all. 

As  policemen  changed  shifts  in  the  assembly  room  that  day,  they  were 
told,  "Today's  the  day."* 

Earlier,  Seattle  businessmen  had  formed  a  citizens'  emergency  commit- 
tee, and  when  a  special  deputy  was  shot  and  killed  in  downtown  Seattle 
by  an  unidentified  group  of  assailants,  the  head  of  the  citizens'  committee 
— he  was  also  president  of  the  chamber  of  commerce — immediately  called 
on  the  police  to  "run  about  200  reds  and  aliens,  who  are  responsible  for 
a  reign  of  terror,  out  of  town."  Later,  the  citizens'  committee  appealed  to 
the  governor  to  use  the  State  Patrol  to  "run  the  reds  and  alien  agitators 
out."  Various  other  civic  leaders  added  their  voices  to  this  appeal  and 
when  some  urged  the  governor  to  call  out  the  National  Guard,  Dave  Beck 
became  alarmed  and  cautioned  the  governor: 

.  .  .  the  use  of  the  National  Guard  would  mean  the  danger  of 
organized  labor  getting  away  from  its  leaders  in  a  movement  of 
unrest.  The  San  Francisco  Teamsters  voted  for  a  strike  because 
some  of  our  men  who  were  delivering  freight  across  the  Embar- 
cadero,  not  intended  for  ships,  were  caught  in  the  troubled  area 
and  gassed.  Teamsters  then  voted  for  a  strike  despite  anything 
their  leaders  could  do.f 

The  governor  wisely  refrained  from  intervening,  but  city  officials  had  by 
this  time  succumbed  to  the  general  hysteria.  Police  rushed  1,200  pickets 
again  at  Pier  41,  dispersing  them  with  tear-gas  grenades,  and  reported 
to  the  press  that  "Communists  were  in  the  forefront  of  the  crowd."$  That 


*  Surprisingly,  the  first  fatality  in  the  Northwest  occurred  not  at  Pier  41  but  at 
Point  Wells,  a  Standard  Oil  dock  about  ten  miles  north  of  Seattle.  During  a  brush 
between  plant  guards  and  pickets,  a  guard  fired  on  the  strikers,  and  Shelby  Daffron, 
an  ILA  member,  fell  fatally  wounded. 

•^Seattle  Times,  July  9,  1934.  Other  evidence  indicates  that  the  San  Francisco 
general  strike,  which  had  started  four  days  earlier,  was  touched  off  when  San  Fran- 
cisco Teamsters  tried  to  stop  nonunion  truck  drivers  from  moving  goods  from  one 
of  the  struck  piers  to  an  inland  warehouse.  In  Seattle,  the  ILA  had  already  appealed 
to  the  Central  Labor  Council  to  call  a  general  strike  in  protest  against  police  violence 
on  the  docks. 

$  Not  all  Seattle  police  were  hostile  to  the  longshoremen.  Two  members  of  the 
force  were  discharged  and  two  others  suspended  for  failing  to  go  to  the  aid  of  a 
special  pier  guard  who  was  pulled  from  a  taxi  and  beaten  by  pickets  as  he  arrived  for 
work  at  Pier  41.  The  25-year-old  victim  was  the  son-in-law  of  a  vice-president  of  the 
American  Mail  Line. 
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evening,  a  police  squad  referred  to  as  the  "Red  Raiders"  descended  on 
a  meeting  at  Communist  Party  headquarters  and  arrested  28  persons. 
When  the  offenders  were  brought  before  the  police  court,  the  Seattle 
Times,  the  least  sensational  of  Seattle's  three  newspapers,  editorialized: 

Police  Judge  William  R.  Bell  is  fair  and  fearless.  He  started 
out  yesterday  by  giving  heavy  sentences  to  Communist  leaders 
in  police  raids.  Immigration  authorities  will  cooperate  in  cases 
involving  aliens. 

Two  days  later,  Mayor  Smith  led  300  police  (the  chief  of  police  had  re- 
signed) in  a  charge  against  some  2,000  pickets  at  Pier  40,  precipitating 
a  pitched  battle  in  which  the  mayor  himself  was  one  of  the  tear-gas 
victims.  * 

In  this  explosive  atmosphere,  the  Waterfront  Employers  Union  mailed 
ballots  to  the  1,400  longshoremen,  asking  them  to  vote  on  these  two 
questions: 

Do  you  want  to  return  to  work  under  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment of  June  16? 

After  the  past  14  years  of  peace,  don't  you  believe  we  should 
be  able  to  settle  our  own  affairs  without  the  aid  of  Tacoma, 
San  Francisco,  Portland,  or  Washington,  D.C.? 

Most  men  turned  their  ballots  in  at  union  headquarters,  but  the  employers 
later  announced  that  260  ballots  had  been  received  at  their  office  and  the 
men  had  voted  "yes"  by  four  to  one. 

Several  equally  unsuccessful  attempts  to  get  the  men  back  to  work  had, 
meanwhile,  been  made  by  a  new  board  appointed  by  President  Roosevelt 
to  make  a  thorough  investigation  of  the  dispute  and  to  arbitrate  if  requested 
to  do  so.  This  was  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board  whose  recommen- 
dations finally  brought  the  strike  to  an  end.31  When  the  new  board  first 
tried  to  persuade  the  parties  to  arbitrate  the  dispute,  the  longshoremen 
rejected  arbitration  on  two  grounds. f  J.  C.  Bjorklund,  secretary  of  the 


*  Jittery  Seattleites  were  provided  a  few  opera  bouffe  incidents  during  this  tense 
period.  One  morning,  they  read  in  their  newspapers  that  Big  Mike  Maher,  "Seattle's 
strongest  policeman,"  had  been  beaten  by  pickets  at  Pier  41.  The  next  day,  however, 
the  story  of  Maher's  mishap  was  corrected  in  an  official  announcement  that  he  and 
a  fellow  policeman  had  been  relieving  the  boredom  of  patrolling  the  pier  by  "fencing" 
with  their  riot  clubs  in  a  friendly  scuffle.  Big  Mike's  partner  had  lost  his  footing  on 
the  oily  dock  and  accidentally  inflicted  a  deep  gash  over  Maher's  eye  as  he  fell. 

f  A  few  days  after  the  board's  appointment,  Ryan  left  for  the  East.  He  denounced 
Bridges  as  the  major  obstacle  to  a  settlement  and  commented,  "I've  done  all  I  can. 
If  they  want  to  carry  on  this  strike  forever,  I  can't  do  anything  about  it." 
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Pacific  Coast  District  (and  later  elected  sheriff  in  Tacoma),  stated  the 
union's  position  on  control  of  hiring: 

Control  of  the  hiring  halls  is  the  main  thing  longshoremen  are 
striking  for.  The  attitude  of  the  longshoremen  here  in  the  North- 
west is  that  we  won't  consent  to  arbitration  of  something  we 
know  we  are  dead  right  on. 

A  further  reason  for  the  longshoremen's  refusal  was  their  insistence  that 
the  employers  deal  simultaneously  with  the  other  maritime  unions  who 
were  striking  for  similar  objectives.  Finally,  on  July  21,  the  73rd  day  of 
the  strike,  the  employers  agreed  to  recognize  the  ILA  and  arbitrate  all 
outstanding  issues  with  the  other  maritime  unions  if  the  longshoremen 
would  accept  arbitration.  A  coast-wide  vote  was  taken  among  ILA  mem- 
bers on  the  question,  "Will  the  ILA  agree  to  submit  to  arbitration  by 
the  President's  Board  the  issues  in  dispute  in  the  Longshoremen's  strike, 
and  be  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Board?"  Longshoremen  in  17  coast 
ports  voted  6,378  to  1,471  in  favor  of  arbitration.  In  Seattle,  where  the 
vote  was  restricted  to  men  who  had  been  in  regular  company  gangs  or 
registered  in  the  employer's  hiring  hall  for  at  least  six  months  before  the 
strike,  the  vote  was  762  to  end  the  strike,  against  102  to  continue  it.32 

In  an  atmosphere  of  bitterness  and  mistrust  inevitably  produced  by  the 
violence  and  extreme  charges  and  recriminations  which  had  marked  the 
strike,  the  men  began  returning  to  work  on  July  29.  Arbitration  proceed- 
ings were  begun  early  in  August  and  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board 
handed  down  the  decision  on  October  12.  The  award  gave  the  longshore- 
men a  coast-wide  agreement  but  provided  for  joint  operation  of  the 
hiring  halls.  The  board  ordered  that  longshoremen  were  to  be  dispatched 
from  the  halls  "without  favoritism  or  discrimination  regardless  of  union 
or  non-union  membership,"  but  they  must  have  done  so  with  tongue  in 
cheek  since  they  also  provided  that  the  dispatchers  were  to  be  selected 
by  the  ILA.  The  parties  were  further  instructed  to  establish  labor-rela- 
tions committees  in  each  port,  composed  of  three  representatives  of  the 
employers  and  three  from  the  union,  to  supervise  the  halls,  and  process 
grievances.  In  the  event  of  a  dispute,  either  party  could  request  the  sec- 
retary of  labor  to  appoint  an  arbitrator.33 

The  board's  decision  was  received  without  enthusiasm  by  many  ILA 
members  because  the  halls  were  not  to  be  exclusively  controlled  by  the 
union.  Viewed  broadly,  however,  the  longshoremen  had  real  cause  for 
rejoicing.  Not  only  had  their  union  survived  an  83-day  strike  after  lying 
dormant  for  14  years,  but  the  coveted  coast-wide  bargaining  unit  had  been 
established.  Certainly,  from  the  men's  point  of  view,  joint  control  of  the 
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halls,  with  dispatchers  elected  by  the  union,  was  a  great  step  forward 
over  unilateral  control  by  the  employers.*  It  is  true  that  the  basis  on  which 
the  long,  bloody  strike  was  ended  differed  little  from  the  recommendations 
made  by  the  original  Fact-Finding  and  Mediation  Board  before  the  strike 
began  but,  in  view  of  the  employers'  intransigent  attitude  toward  union- 
ism at  the  beginning  of  the  strike,  it  is  doubtful  if  the  employers  could 
have  been  persuaded  to  accept  the  board's  recommendations  without  a 
clear  demonstration  of  solidarity  by  the  men. 

A  Breathing  Space 

During  1935,  both  sides  fell  back  to  regroup  their  forces.  The  employers 
laid  the  foundation  for  a  permanent  coast-wide  association  when  Frank 
Foisie  left  Seattle  to  become  coast  coordinator  of  the  four  regional  employ- 
ers' associations  in  San  Francisco.  In  an  attempt  to  strengthen  its  position, 
the  union  made  the  first  of  a  series  of  attempts  to  form  a  permanent  organi- 
zation among  the  maritime  unions  who  had  cooperated  so  effectively  in  the 
1934  strike.  In  April,  Harry  Bridges,  then  president  of  the  San  Francisco 
ILA  local,  called  a  convention  of  interested  unions  at  Seattle.  Out  of  these 
meetings  came  the  Maritime  Federation  of  the  Pacific.34  Harry  Lundeberg, 
at  that  time  an  official  of  the  Seattle  local  of  the  Sailors'  Union  of  the 
Pacific,  was  elected  president  of  the  new  organization.  The  immediate 
objective  of  the  federation  was  to  coordinate  the  actions  of  all  member 
unions  during  negotiations  with  the  employers,  and  to  secure  a  pledge 
from  each  union  to  support  the  demands  of  the  others.  This  objective  was 
achieved  at  the  Seattle  meetings. 

Harry  Bridges  and  some  other  young  longshoremen  who  had  emerged 
as  leaders  during  the  1934  strike  had  more  ambitious  hopes  for  the  fed- 
eration. In  1935  John  L.  Lewis  and  his  supporters  founded  the  CIO  on 
the  principle  of  industrial  unionism,  and  the  labor  movement  throughout 
the  country  split  up  over  the  issue  of  craft  unions  versus  industrial  unions. 
Bridges  and  his  group  viewed  the  federation  as  the  first  step  toward 
establishing  the  industrial  concept  in  the  maritime  industry — an  industry 
where  craft  divisions  have  been  as  deeply  entrenched  as  in  the  building 
trades.  Older  ILA  leaders,  like  Paddy  Morris  and  William  Lewis  in 
Tacoma,  who  had  kept  the  ILA  alive  on  the  West  Coast  during  the  1920's 
when  unionism  was  virtually  dead  in  the  other  ports,  vigorously  opposed 
industrial  unionism  and  deeply  resented  the  newcomers.  The  fundamental 


*  The  only  exception  to  the  joint-control  award  was  the  port  of  Tacoma,  where 
the  prevailing  practice  had  been  for  hiring  foremen  to  come  to  the  union  hall  and 
pick  their  men.  The  award  left  the  Tacoma  system  undisturbed. 

104 


disagreement  within  the  ILA  itself  was  one  obstacle  to  the  creation  of 
one  big  maritime  union. 

An  equally  serious  obstacle  was  the  uneasy  relationship  between  the 
longshoremen  and  the  SUP.  The  traditional  animosity  between  longshore- 
men and  sailors,  dating  from  the  days  of  Dan  Keefe  of  the  longshoremen 
and  Andrew  Furuseth  of  the  sailors'  union,  had  been  abandoned  during 
the  1934  strike,  but  old  antagonisms  had  been  revived  at  the  end  of  the 
strike  when  the  sailors  charged  the  longshoremen  with  deserting  them.* 
From  the  founding  of  the  federation,  the  ILA  tried  to  secure  agreement 
that  whenever  member  unions  planned  to  take  strike  action  which  would 
"put  another  member  on  the  bricks,"  the  affected  union  should  be  con- 
sulted. The  SUP  was  never  willing  to  surrender  that  much  sovereignty, 
a  factor  which  was  to  contribute  to  the  growing  rift  between  the  sailors 
and  the  longshoremen. f 

The  ILA  and  the  employers  agreed  to  extend  the  contract  without 
change  in  1935  (in  Seattle,  only  23  ballots  out  of  a  total  of  997  were  cast 
against  this  action)  but  relations  between  the  parties  were  far  from  har- 
monious. The  ILA  was  new  and  aggressive,  and  the  employers  were  still 
deeply  reluctant  to  accept  unionism.35  The  violence  of  the  1934  strike 
had  left  a  heritage  of  mutual  resentment  and  suspicion,  making  it  difficult 
for  the  parties  to  work  out  compromises  of  the  day-to-day  disagreements 
that  came  up  in  interpreting  the  many  new  clauses  in  the  contract  and  in 
setting  up  the  new  hiring  halls.  The  Pacific  Coast  maritime  industry  was 
in  constant  turmoil  during  1935  and  1936  with  "quickie  strikes"  and 
"job  action"  the  order  of  the  day.  "There  was  hardly  a  week  in  which  there 
was  not  trouble  at  one  of  the  four  major  and  nearly  30  minor  ports  of  the 


*  At  the  time  the  employers  made  their  offer  to  arbitrate  with  all  striking  unions 
if  the  longshoremen  would  agree  to  arbitration,  the  employers'  association  had  not 
formally  recognized  the  other  unions.  Their  offer  was  to  arbitrate  with  only  those 
unions  who  won  representation  elections  to  be  held  after  the  strike.  Lundeberg 
expressed  the  SUP's  bitterness  at  being  left  without  recognition: 

When  the  longshoremen  decided  to  arbitrate,  and  the  Teamsters  voted 
to  call  off  their  strike,  the  sailors  agreed  to  do  likewise  in  order  to  all  go 
back  together  and  maintain  unity,  although  they  went  back  with  nothing 
in  the  way  of  gains  for  themselves.  Instead,  they  were  forced  to  fight  inch 
by  inch  through  job  action  up  and  down  the  Coast  in  order  to  establish 
conditions. 

Actually,  representation  elections  were  held  immediately  after  the  longshoremen's 
arbitration  award  was  handed  down  and  the  SUP  was  granted  full  recognition.  In 
January,  February,  and  March  of  1935,  awards  similar  to  the  longshoremen's  were 
handed  down  for  coastwise,  off-shore,  and  Alaska  shipping.  Robert  J.  Lampman, 
"Collective  Bargaining  of  West  Coast  Sailors,  1885-1947,"  p.  159. 

fAt  the  1936  convention  of  the  Maritime  Federation,  a  resolution  endorsing 
consultation  was  passed  over  the  SUP's  opposition.  Harry  Lundeberg  was  reported 
to  have  declared,  "The  hell  with  you  guys.  When  the  SUP  wants  to  strike,  it'll 
strike."  Bridges  had  by  then  replaced  Lundeberg  as  president  of  the  federation. 
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Coast."36  When  the  longshoremen  were  not  losing  pay  because  of  their 
own  disputes  with  employers,  they  were  frequently  stopped  from  working 
by  the  picket  lines  of  other  maritime  unions.  It  is  ironic  that  much  of  the 
time  lost  by  longshoremen  in  1935-1936  was  spent  in  supporting  their 
present-day  enemies,  the  Sailors'  Union  of  the  Pacific. 

The  1936  Strike 

As  the  date  for  renewal  of  the  contract  approached  (September  30) ,  both 
parties  were  well  prepared  for  the  negotiations.  Earlier  in  the  year,  the 
employers  had  created  the  Coast  Committee  for  the  Shipowners,  headed 
by  T.  G.  Plant,  to  coordinate  their  negotiations  with  the  maritime  unions, 
and  the  Maritime  Federation  of  the  Pacific  had  established  a  coordinating 
committee  to  represent  them.  As  negotiations  on  the  longshore  agreement 
began,  the  battle  for  control  of  hiring  was  again  joined.  It  soon  became 
clear  that  the  differences  between  the  parties  was  so  great  that  a  strike 
was  almost  inevitable.  The  employers  first  announced  that  when  the  agree- 
ment expired  they  would  hire  only  at  the  docks,  but  this  was  soon  changed 
to  insistence  on  joint  control  with  "neutral  persons  responsible  to  the  Joint 
Labor  Relations  Committees"  substituted  for  dispatchers  elected  by  the 
union.37  The  ILA  renewed  their  demand  for  full  control  of  dispatching  and 
also  insisted  upon  retention  of  the  six-hour  day,  which  meant,  in  practice, 
payment  of  overtime  for  work  in  excess  of  six  hours.  The  employers  con- 
tended that  the  six-hour  day  had  been  instituted  in  1934  merely  as  a 
temporary  spread-the-work  measure,  and  demanded  a  change  of  shift 
at  the  end  of  six  hours  to  reduce  overtime  payments.* 

When  negotiations  became  deadlocked,  the  employers  offered  to  arbi- 
trate these  and  peripheral  issues  but  in  a  coast-wide  referendum  the  long- 
shoremen voted  9,938  to  489  against  arbitration  and  set  a  strike  deadline 
for  October  28.  Officials  of  the  maritime  federation  explained  this  over- 
whelming rejection  of  arbitration  on  the  grounds  that  the  employers  "will 
not  arbitrate  any  points  unless  all  of  the  1934  agreements  are  scrapped 
and  we  agree  to  blanket  arbitration."38 

The  shipowners  then  indicated  a  willingness  to  extend  negotiations 
indefinitely  with  the  various  unions  in  the  maritime  federation  under  the 
auspices  of  the  U.S.  Maritime  Commission,  which  had  just  been  created 
by  Congress  and  was  to  have  jurisdiction  over  all  sea-going  workers  after 
October  26.  The  sea-going  members  of  the  federation — whose  principal 


*  According  to  the  employers,  these  were  substantial.  They  asserted  that  in  1936 
longshoremen  received  overtime  pay  for  approximately  45  per  cent  of  the  time 
worked. 
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demands  were  for  union  hiring  halls  and  cash  payments  for  overtime  rather 
than  time  off — were  receptive  to  the  employers'  suggestion.  The  ILA 
accepted  the  Maritime  Commission's  authority  to  investigate  the  dispute 
but  urged  the  other  unions  not  to  abandon  the  strike  deadline  of  October 
28.  When  the  new  Maritime  Commission  made  the  mistake  of  telling  the 
sea-going  unions  that  their  strike  deadline  was  "unacceptable,"  Bridges 
pointed  out,  "The  way  to  make  the  Commission  say  the  unions  have  a 
right  to  run  hiring  halls  is  to  put  on  a  little  pressure,"  and  the  unions  reaf- 
firmed their  original  decision  to  strike  on  schedule. 

T.  G.  Plant,  speaking  for  the  Shipowners'  Committee,  summarized  the 
employers'  position  on  the  united  demands  of  the  maritime  federation 
as  follows: 

These  union  demands  would  have  permanently  taken  from 
employers  the  right  to  select,  from  among  union  members 
eligible,  the  men  to  man  their  ships  and  to  fill  shoreside  jobs. 
The  question  of  union  recognition  is  not  involved.  We  do  not 
seek  to  abolish  hiring  halls.  .  .  .  Employers  believe  that  the 
owners  should  have  this  right.  Employers  believe  owners 
are  entitled  to  select,  from  among  union  men  eligible,  their  own 
crews  and  reject  men,  in  their  opinion,  who  are  unfit  and  unsatis- 
factory. The  union  leaders  seek  to  deny  employers  this  funda- 
mental right.  Union  leaders  insist  that  they  shall  be  the  ones  to 
determine  in  whose  hands  owners  must  entrust  their  ships. 
They  have  called  a  strike  in  an  attempt  to  seize  this  and  other 
means  of  completely  controlling  the  maritime  industry.  To  re- 
sume negotiations  under  current  circumstances  would  be 
useless.39 

Negotiations  were  broken  off,  and  the  employers  announced  that  their 
hands  were  tied  by  their  commitment  to  await  the  outcome  of  the  Mari- 
time Commission's  investigation,  which  was  to  take  some  six  months 
according  to  Commission  Chairman  Rear  Admiral  Harry  G.  Hamlet. 

Just  before  the  strike  deadline,  the  unity  of  the  maritime  federation 
was  put  to  a  severe  test  when  27  eastern  and  foreign  steamship  companies 
(none  of  which  were  members  of  the  Shipowners'  Committee)  offered 
the  longshoremen,  but  not  the  other  unions,  a  settlement  on  the  ILA's 
terms.  Harry  Bridges,  speaking  for  the  maritime  federation,  replied  that 
the  longshoremen  viewed  the  offer  favorably  but  as  members  of  the  federa- 
tion were  forced  to  reject  it.  "It  is  useless  unless  the  sea-going  unions  are 
granted  what  they  ask — the  hiring  halls  and  cash  overtime  pay." 

Members  of  the  federation  began  their  scheduled  strike  on  October  29, 
and  the  1,400  Seattle  longshoremen  set  up  the  picket  lines  they  were  to 
walk  for  98  days.  While  prestrike  negotiations  had  been  proceeding  in 
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San  Francisco,  preparations  for  the  strike  had  been  carried  out  in  Seattle 
in  a  vastly  different  atmosphere  from  that  which  had  prevailed  in  1934. 
Mayor  John  Dore,  who  had  called  the  1934  strike  a  "soviet  of  long- 
shoremen" and  had  threatened  to  open  the  port  by  force,  was  again 
heading  the  city  government  but  the  mayor  had  undergone  a  fundamental 
change  of  attitude.  Dore,  one  of  Seattle's  more  bizarre  contributions  to 
municipal  government,  delivered  an  address  to  a  group  of  Young  Demo- 
crats on  the  University  of  Washington  campus  one  afternoon  two  weeks 
before  the  strike  deadline,  in  which  he  praised  Bridges  highly  and  de- 
clared "days  more  interesting  than  the  French  Revolution  are  coming  to 
this  country."  In  a  speech  that  evening  in  the  Everett  Labor  Temple,  he 
announced  that  if  the  shipowners  used  what  Dore  referred  to  as  "gorilla 
guard  tactics"  against  the  unions,  he  would  give  the  operators  "a  touch 
of  hell."  Going  a  step  farther,  Dore  threatened  to  take  control  of  the 
police  department  to  prevent  use  of  policemen  as  strikebreakers.* 

Even  after  the  strike  started,  the  community  maintained  a  cooperative 
attitude  toward  the  strikers.  The  maritime  unions  were  permitted  to  use 
public  halls  for  their  meetings,  and  the  local  press  and  radio  were  generous 
in  allotting  space  to  the  federation's  public  statements.  The  employers 
themselves  adopted  a  far  less  hostile  attitude  toward  the  strikers  than 
they  had  in  1934.  No  attempt  was  made  to  use  strikebreakers,  and  the 
employers  confined  their  public  statements  to  explanations  of  their  posi- 
tion on  the  issues  of  the  strike,  rather  than  making  personal  attacks  on 
union  leaders. f 

When  the  strike  had  been  in  progress  for  almost  a  month,  Seattle  mari- 
time unions  and  the  shipowners  attempted  to  negotiate  an  interim  agree- 
ment— allowing  relief  ships  to  sail  to  Alaska  where  residents  were  protest- 
ing hardship,  complaining  that  they  were  cut  off  from  food  shipments 
by  the  strike.  In  mid-November,  the  parties  were  given  an  additional 
incentive  to  arrange  for  ships  to  sail  to  Alaska  when  President  Roosevelt 
announced  that  the  government-owned  Alaska  Railroad  was  considering 
the  purchase  of  ships  to  serve  the  territory.  Eleven  days  later  Alaska  ship- 
pers signed  an  agreement  in  Seattle  which  met  the  unions'  strike  demands. 
The  local  strike  committee  also  permitted  several  special  cargoes  to  be 
moved — some  vital  to  Washington  farmers  and  one  consigned  to  the 
Salvation  Army. 

The  determination  of  the  parties  to  prevent  a  repetition  of  the  violence 


*  During  the  strike,  two  unsuccessful  efforts  were  made  to  recall  the  mayor. 

fThis  more  responsible  attitude  existed  in  other  ports,  as  well.  In  some  cities, 
public  debates  between  the  parties  were  held  before  large  audiences  and  the  strikers 
appointed  guards  to  help  the  police  maintain  order  on  the  picket  line.  Monthly  Labor 
Review,  XLIV  (April,  1937),  813. 
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of  1934  did  not  signify  that  either  side  was  willing  to  abandon  its  original 
position.  Neither  employer  nor  union  negotiators  in  San  Francisco  seemed 
to  feel  any  urgency  about  reopening  discussions,  and  they  ignored  several 
offers  by  government  mediators  to  break  the  deadlock  by  setting  up  a 
system  of  government-supervised  hiring  halls  for  the  maritime  industry.* 

The  first  break  in  the  strike  came  on  the  52nd  day,  when  T.  G.  Plant 
and  Harry  Lundeberg  announced  that  a  separate  agreement  had  been 
signed  covering  the  SUP.  As  Lundeberg  put  it,  "The  sailors  want  to  show 
the  other  unions  the  way  home."  Further  strain  was  put  on  the  rest  of  the 
unions  in  the  federation  by  Plant's  simultaneous  announcement  that  the 
shipowners  hoped  to  settle  next  with  the  marine  firemen.  This  put  the 
longshoremen  under  pressure  to  make  a  separate  agreement,  and  at  that 
time  they  were  confident  they  could  secure  their  demands.40  But  Bridges 
repeated  the  ILA's  refusal  to  reopen  negotiations  until  demands  of  the 
other  unions  were  met.  Another  two  weeks  passed  before  the  major  issues 
outstanding  betwen  the  shipowners  and  the  remaining  five  unions  were 
resolved.  On  January  6,  ILA  negotiators  met  with  the  Shipowners'  Com- 
mittee for  the  first  time  since  the  strike  began.  With  the  longshoremen's 
position  weakened  by  the  possibility  of  other  major  defections  from  fed- 
eration unity,  it  took  the  ILA  and  the  employers  almost  a  month  to  reach 
any  settlement  the  ILA  negotiating  committee  was  willing  to  submit  to 
the  membership.  Finally,  on  February  4,  an  agreement  was  approved  by 
the  membership  in  a  coast-wide  vote  (1,096  Seattle  longshoremen  voted 
in  favor,  104  against)  and  the  strike  ended. 

The  1936  strike  was  the  second  major  struggle  for  control  of  hiring 
between  West  Coast  longshoremen  and  their  employers.  The  ILA  emerged 
from  the  98-day  strike  without  obtaining  union  control  of  the  hiring  hall 
— their  major  objective.  Nor  did  the  union  get  the  5-cent  hourly  raise  they 
had  demanded  in  later  stages  of  the  strike.  On  the  other  hand,  they  did 
obtain  preference  of  employment,  and  the  six-hour  day  which  was  retained 
in  the  contract  meant  that  longshoremen  would  continue  to  receive  over- 
time pay  for  two  or  three  hours  a  day  on  most  jobs.  The  employers  on  their 
side  successfully  fought  off  the  union's  drive  for  control  of  the  halls  and 
obtained  assurance  that  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committees  and  pro- 
visions for  arbitration  would  be  more  fully  utilized  in  the  settlement  of 
grievances.  But  they  did  not  win  neutral  dispatchers.  By  the  time  the 
1936  strike  had  gone  into  its  98th  day,  it  was  obvious  that  a  compromise 


*  Admiral  Hamlet,  chairman  of  the  Maritime  Commission,  had  been  recalled  to 
Washington,  D.  C.,  shortly  before  the  strike  began,  after  he  had  succeeded  in  thor- 
oughly enraging  both  employer  and  union  representatives.  He  was  replaced  as  the 
government's  representative  by  Edward  F.  McGrady,  who,  as  an  assistant  secretary 
of  labor,  had  attempted  to  mediate  the  1934  strike. 
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on  the  issue  of  hiring  was  a  necessary  condition  of  their  mutual  survival, 
and  the  parties  reconciled  themselves  to  temporarily  accepting  the 
status  quo.41 

New  Affiliations 

As  soon  as  the  waterfront  settled  down  to  normal  the  employers  reorgan- 
ized and  strengthened  their  association  as  they  had  after  the  1934  strike. 
T.  G.  Plant  resigned  as  chairman  of  the  Coast  Committee  for  the  Ship- 
owners, and  a  permanent  coast-wide  organization,  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers Association  of  the  Pacific  Coast,  was  formed  in  June,  1937.  Almon  E. 
Roth,  a  former  comptroller  of  Stanford  University,  was  named  president.42 
Creation  of  the  new  association  reflected  the  growing  strength  of  the 
maritime  unions  and  a  recognition  among  employers  of  their  own  need  to 
secure  unity  of  action.  Discussing  industry-wide  bargaining  at  a  meeting 
of  the  American  Management  Association  two  years  later,  Roth  explained 
the  advantages  of  a  strong  employer  association: 

.  .  .  operation  under  a  master  contract  makes  it  possible  for 
employers  to  adopt  and  practice  one  of  Labor's  own  slogans, 
which  reads — "An  Injury  to  One  is  an  Injury  to  All."43 

The  wisdom  of  the  employers'  action  was  to  be  demonstrated  soon  after 
it  was  taken.  West  Coast  maritime  employers  did  not  have  to  meet  the 
threat  of  another  coast-wide  strike  for  ten  years,  but  their  unity  was 
frequently  put  to  the  test  during  the  next  few  years  by  the  jurisdictional 
warfare  which  broke  out  recurrently  among  the  many  craft  unions  in  the 
industry. 

Almost  simultaneously  with  the  formation  of  the  new  employers'  asso- 
ciation, the  longshoremen  also  established  a  new  organization.  Ever  since 
Ryan's  behavior  in  the  1934  strike,  West  Coast  longshoremen  had  been 
skeptical  of  his  leadership.  His  actions  during  the  1936  strike  made  a 
break  with  him  inevitable.  Ryan  had  first  agreed  to  support  the  Pacific 
Coast  District  but  had  later  reneged,  and  when  Bridges  protested,  Ryan 
removed  him  from  the  union's  international  executive  board.*  A  few  days 
before  the  district  held  its  1937  convention,  Ryan  stopped  Bridges'  salary 
as  a  district  officer  "for  attempting  to  disrupt  the  ILA  form  of  organiza- 
tion on  the  East  and  Gulf  coasts."44  When  Bridges  suggested  to  the  con- 
vention that  a  referendum  be  conducted  on  the  question  of  accepting  John 
L.  Lewis'  invitation  to  join  the  CIO,  delegates  received  his  recommenda- 


*  After  Ryan  withdrew  his  support  during  the  strike,  Bridges  had  called  him  a 
strikebreaker.  When  news  of  this  criticism  reached  Ryan  in  New  York,  he  responded, 
"Every  knock  from  Bridges  is  a  boost."  Seattle  Times,  Dec.  2  and  16,  1936. 
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tion  with  enthusiasm,  and  in  July  the  membership  voted  overwhelmingly 
for  CIO  affiliation.  By  August,  the  Pacific  Coast  District  of  the  ILA  had 
become  District  1  of  the  International  Longshoremen's  and  Warehouse- 
men's Union,  CIO,  and  Harry  Bridges  had  been  appointed  CIO  western 
regional  director.  The  Seattle  local  became  Local  1-19.45 

There  were,  however,  exceptions  to  this  change  in  affiliation.  In  the 
coast-wide  referendum,  four  ports  in  the  State  of  Washington — Tacoma, 
Port  Angeles,  Anacortes,  and  Olympia  —  had  voted  overwhelmingly 
against  the  CIO.  Olympia  later  reversed  this  decision  and  joined  the 
ILWU,  but  the  other  three  locals  insisted  on  retaining  their  affiliation 
with  the  ILA  and  thus  with  the  AFL.  These  came  to  be  known  as  the 
"exception  ports,"  and  this  relatively  small  group  of  AFL  longshoremen* 
were  destined  to  disrupt  the  entire  shipping  industry  on  the  West  Coast. 

The  longshoremen's  agreement  had  been  renewed  without  modifica- 
tion on  July  30,  1937 — less  than  two  weeks  before  the  union  received  its 
CIO  charter  and  changed  its  name — but  early  in  1938  the  employers 
raised  the  question  of  whether  the  ILWU  was  the  same  group  with  whom 
they  had  a  contract.  The  union's  response  was  to  ask  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Board  to  certify  it  as  the  bargaining  representative  of  all  Pacific 
Coast  longshoremen.  The  employers,  who  in  this  period  were  still  only 
reluctantly  accepting  coast-wide  bargaining,  argued  that  the  appropriate 
unit  for  bargaining  purposes  should  be  restricted  to  longshoremen  in  the 
employ  of  a  particular  employer  at  a  particular  port,  but  the  board  rejected 
this  principle.  In  a  precedent-making  decision  in  June,  1938,  the  board 
established  the  multiple-employer  association  covering  the  entire  coast 
as  the  appropriate  unit,  and  designated  the  ILWU  as  the  sole  bargaining 
representative,  f 

The  ILWU  held  its  first  convention  in  April,  1938,  and  commemorated 
their  new  status  by  staging  an  elaborate  mock  burial  ceremony  for  their 
former  international  president.  To  the  accompaniment  of  a  funeral  dirge, 
a  coffin  draped  in  black  crepe  was  slowly  carried  into  the  convention  hall 
by  eight  pallbearers  and  set  down  in  the  center  of  the  stage.  One  of  the 
delegates  delivered  the  oration,  which  went  in  part: 

*  Tacoma  had  about  500  registered  longshoremen,  Anacortes  about  35,  and  Port 
Angeles  about  90.  U.S.  National  Labor  Relations  Board,  Decisions  and  Orders, 
Vol.  32,  p.  677;  hereafter  cited  as  32  NLRB  677. 

f  7  NLRB  1041-42.  In  support  of  their  contention  that  they  represented  the  ma- 
jority of  the  longshoremen,  the  ILWU  had  presented  evidence  that  9,557  of  the 
12,860  Pacific  Coast  longshoremen  had  signed  cards  designating  District  1,  ILWU, 
as  their  bargaining  representative.  Conveniently  ignoring  this  evidence,  Joseph  Ryan 
told  a  Senate  committee  later  in  the  year,  "We  are  going  to  ask  this  committee  or 
some  other  committee  to  stop  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board  from  breaking 
up  our  organization."  U.S.  Congress,  Senate  Committee  on  Commerce  .  .  .  , 
Amending  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936,  p.  1075. 
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We  have  assembled  here  today  to  pay  the  last  tribute  of  dis- 
gust and  disrespect  which  the  ILWU  renders  to  all  phoney  labor 
leaders.  .  .  .  Here  lies  Joseph  P.  Ryan,  who  was  both  phoney 
and  finky,  knowing  that  he  believed  in  the  eternal  principle  of 
the  shipowners.  He  valued  the  almighty  dollar,  never  spoke  the 
truth,  and  was  unjust  in  his  dealing  with  all  union  men.  .  .  . 

As  delegates  filed  past  the  coffin  they  were  led  in  song: 

Yes,  we'll  bury  old  J.  P., 

The  biggest  phoney  of  the  ILA! 

His  days  are  done — he's  gone  to  hell, 

So  what  do  we  care  what  he  had  to  sell!46 

But  all  was  not  levity  at  the  first  convention.  Delegates  were  concerned 
about  the  effect  on  coast-wide  unity  of  the  negative  vote  in  the  "exception 
ports,"  and  about  the  widening  breach  with  the  SUP.  Not  only  did  the 
longshoremen  resent  Lundeberg's  break  with  the  other  unions  in  the  mari- 
time federation  by  negotiating  a  separate  settlement  in  the  1936  strike, 
but  in  bargaining  sessions  toward  the  end  of  the  strike  the  traditional 
controversy  over  which  union  would  supply  workers  to  load  steam  schoon- 
ers* had  again  broken  out  between  the  ILA  and  SUP. 

Convention  delegates  were  faced  with  the  immediate  problem  of  what 
to  do  about  the  emergence  on  the  East  Coast  of  a  new  CIO  seamen's 
union.  Directly  paralleling  the  SUP,  the  National  Maritime  Union  had  just 
been  certified  by  the  NLRB  as  the  bargaining  representative  for  certain 
shipping  lines  which  had  been  hiring  SUP  members  on  the  West  Coast. 
West  Coast  sailors  were  planning  strike  action  to  force  the  shipowners 
to  continue  bargaining  with  them,  and  the  first  convention  of  the  ILWU 
had  to  decide  whether  longshoremen  would  support  the  claims  of  the  NMU 
or  the  SUP.  The  convention's  vote  to  back  their  fellow  CIO  members 
meant,  inevitably,  open  conflict  with  the  West  Coast  sailors. 

The  first  clash  came  at  Seattle  in  1938.  The  SS  Timber  Rush  came  into 
port  in  April,  and  the  SUP  immediately  picketed  the  ship.  Seattle  long- 
shoremen at  first  refused  to  cross  the  picket  lines  of  the  sailors  but  finally 
agreed  to  abide  by  the  ILWU  convention  ruling  and  work  the  cargo. 
Thus  came  the  open  break  which  had  long  been  brewing  and  which  divided 
the  waterfront  unions  into  two  hostile  camps.  In  one  camp  were  the  ILWU 
and  the  NMU;  in  the  other,  the  SUP,  the  AFL  longshoremen  in  the  "ex- 
ception ports,"  and  Dave  Beck  of  the  Teamsters  Union.  This  also  meant 
the  end  of  the  Maritime  Federation  of  the  Pacific.  From  1938  until  it 


*  On  the  West  Coast  the  term  "steam  schooner"  refers  to  those  dry-cargo  vessels 
which  ply  coastal  waters,  primarily  serving  the  smaller  lumber  ports. 
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was  dissolved  in  1941,  the  federation  was  little  more  than  an  arm  of 
the  ILWU.47 

The  open  break  between  the  Teamsters  and  the  ILWU  had  occurred 
shortly  after  the  1936  strike,  while  the  longshoremen  were  still  in  the 
AFL.  During  the  strike,  Bridges  had  given  a  speech  before  a  large  crowd 
in  Seattle — Beck's  home  territory — in  which  he  made  his  famous  threat, 
"The  ILA  is  not  going  to  stay  on  the  waterfront,  but  is  going  inland."48 
This  move  was  the  product  of  the  ILWU's  experience  in  their  two  major 
strikes: 

Harry  Bridges  discovered  during  the  1934  strike  that  cargoes 
could  be  moved  by  rail  if  the  waterfront  was  tied  up.  His  next 
move,  therefore,  was  to  try  to  achieve  control  of  freight  move- 
ments by  enrolling  the  warehousemen  .  .  ,49 

After  ILA  organizers  appeared  at  uptown  warehouses  in  major  coast 
ports,  Beck  started  an  organizing  campaign  of  his  own  among  warehouse- 
men,* and  through  the  powerful  influence  of  the  Teamsters  on  the  AFL 
executive  board,  he  obtained  a  jurisdictional  award  covering  "those  em- 
ployed in  warehouses  located  back  from  the  marine  docks  or  the  water- 
front."50 

When  the  West  Coast  longshoremen  left  the  AFL,  they  no  longer  were 
bound  by  this  award.  They  continued  organizing  inland  warehousemen, 
with  greater  success  in  other  coast  ports  than  hi  Seattle.  There  the  Team- 
sters had  a  decided  edge  over  the  ILWU.  The  mercurial  Mayor  Dore  had 
undergone  another  change  of  heart  toward  the  longshoremen  after  the 
1936  strike.  Beck  had  been  instrumental  in  Dore's  reelection  as  mayor,  and 
Dore  was  ready  to  pay  his  political  debts.  The  lengths  to  which  he  was 
prepared  to  go  in  supporting  Beck  in  the  battle  over  warehousemen  was 
indicated  by  his  remarks  before  the  1937  AFL  convention: 

When  the  CIO-AFL  fight  got  hot  in  the  city  of  Seattle,  I  an- 
nounced as  Mayor  of  that  city  and  as  a  private  individual  that  I 
was  going  to  do  everything  humanly  possible  to  make  that  an 
AFL  city.  .  .  .  The  Mayor  of  Seattle  has  great  executive 
powers  .  .  .  [and]  I  have  laid  down  a  rule  and  have  enforced 
it  relentlessly  that  there  will  be  no  picketing  in  that  city  by  any- 
body unless  that  picketing  is  approved  in  writing  by  the  Seattle 
Labor  Council."51 

The  strength  of  the  coalition  among  the  ILA,  SUP,  and  Teamsters  was 


*  In  Seattle,  when  ILA  warehousemen  struck  in  1936,  they  were  told  by  their 
employers  that  they  could  return  to  work  only  if  they  changed  their  affiliation  to 
the  Teamsters  Union.  Selig  Perlman  in  Marquand,  Organized  Labor  in  Four  Conti- 
nents, pp.  374-375. 
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demonstrated  when  the  crucial  Timber  Rush  left  Seattle  and  put  in  at 
Tacoma,  where  AFL  longshoremen  respected  the  SUP  picket  lines  and 
refused  to  work  the  cargo.  The  employers,  acting  on  their  new  philosophy, 
"an  injury  to  one  is  an  injury  to  all,"  immediately  served  notice  that  they 
were  closing  the  entire  port  until  the  Timber  Rush  was  serviced.  As  ships 
diverted  from  Tacoma  arrived  at  other  ports,  the  tie-up  spread  down  the 
coast.  ILWU  longshoremen  were  willing  to  work  the  ships,  but  as  soon 
as  the  sailors  posted  pickets,  teamsters  refused  to  haul  the  "hot"  cargo.* 

The  coast  had  hardly  quieted  down  after  the  SUP  won  its  battle  for 
recognition  when  it  was  disrupted  by  the  five  hundred  longshoremen  in 
Tacoma.  They  had  never  been  reconciled  to  the  NLRB  certification  of  the 
ILWU  as  their  bargaining  representative,  and  in  August,  1940,  Tacoma 
longshoremen  took  a  leaf  from  the  SUP's  book  and  struck  to  force  the 
employers  to  recognize  and  bargain  with  the  old  ILA  locals.  The  employ- 
ers protested  that  they  could  not  do  so,  because  they  were  bound  by  the 
NLRB  certification,  and  asked  the  coast  arbitrator,  Wayne  Morse,  to  hear 
the  dispute.  Morse  held  for  the  employers  but  the  Tacoma  men  ignored 
his  decision  and  continued  their  strike.52  This  tie-up,  like  the  sailors', 
spread  down  the  coast  as  Teamsters  and  SUP  members  refused  to  handle 
ships  or  cargo  diverted  from  Tacoma. 

Work  was  finally  resumed  when  the  NLRB  agreed  to  rehear  the  ILA's 
case  on  September  12.  In  a  disputed  decision,  the  NLRB  upheld  the  ILA 
by  ordering  that  new  representation  elections  be  conducted  in  the  three 
"exception  ports. "f  The  new  elections  were  held  in  July,  1941,  and  the 
ILA  was  certified.53  Since  that  date,  the  three  locals  have  bargained  sepa- 
rately with  Washington  employers.  To  deal  with  the  "exception  ports," 
the  Washington  branch  of  the  coast-wide  employers'  association  maintains 
a  separate  legal  entity  called  the  Waterfront  Employers  of  Washington, 
which  has  the  same  staff  and  uses  the  same  offices  as  the  coast-wide  group 
in  Seattle. 


*  The  cooperation  between  Dave  Beck  and  Harry  Lundeberg,  forged  during  this 
period,  still  exists.  At  the  1951  AFL  convention,  the  two  labor  leaders  announced  a 
"mutual  assistance  pact  to  drive  'Communist  influences'  from  the  Pacific  Coast 
waterfront."  Portland  Oregonian,  Sept.  22,  1951.  It  will  be  recalled  that  in  1953 
and  1954,  the  Teamsters  and  the  Seafarers'  International  Union,  of  which  Lundeberg 
is  president,  played  a  prominent  role  in  the  AFL  campaign  to  oust  the  old  ILA  in 
New  York — a  development  which  gave  the  ILWU  an  intimate  concern  about  the 
outcome  of  that  contest. 

t  32  NLRB  668-691.  Board  member  Edwin  S.  Smith  vigorously  dissented,  arguing 
that  the  history  of  bargaining  and  the  nature  of  the  industry  pointed  to  a  coast-wide 
unit  as  the  only  practical  solution.  He  drew  attention  to  the  absurdity  of  the  33  Ana- 
cortes  longshoremen  bargaining  on  equal  terms  with  the  Waterfront  Employers 
Association  of  the  Pacific  Coast,  and  the  irony  of  Tacoma — historically  the  leader 
in  the  fight  for  coast-wide  bargaining — now  championing  the  cause  of  bargaining 
on  a  port-to-port  basis. 
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It  is  ironic  that  although  Harry  Bridges  and  the  ILWU  have  the  repu- 
tation of  being  the  disruptive  force  in  West  Coast  waterfront  history,  it 
was  the  AFL  faction  who  initiated  and  perpetuated  most  of  the  work 
stoppages  during  this  period.  It  is  significant  that  in  the  first  negotiations 
between  the  new  ILWU  and  the  employers,  in  November,  1940,  the  tra- 
ditional struggle  for  control  of  hiring  was  suspended  while  the  parties  gave 
first  priority  to  improving  procedures  in  the  agreement  for  compromising 
differences  and  avoiding  work  stoppages. 

In  the  past,  tie-ups  had  frequently  resulted  from  conflicting  interpreta- 
tions of  needlessly  vague  contract  provisions.  The  new  contract  carefully 
redefined  those  provisions  and  clearly  specified  the  meaning  of  such  terms 
as  "refusal  to  work  cargo  according  to  the  agreement,"  "work  stoppage," 
and  so  on.  Also,  the  machinery  for  arbitrating  disputes  was  substantially 
revamped.  The  old  arrangement  had  been  cumbersome  and  slow,  and  had 
produced  disparities  in  contract  interpretations  in  the  various  ports.  To 
provide  an  agency  which  could  reconcile  any  discrepancies  growing  out 
of  the  decisions  of  local  arbitrators,  the  present  Coast  Labor  Relations 
Committee  was  set  up.  To  speed  up  the  arbitration  process,  the  local  arbi- 
trator in  each  port  was  required  to  be  available  day  or  night  to  be  called 
to  the  scene  of  any  "beef,"  which  he  was  to  decide  on  the  spot.  If  the 
parties  were  dissatisfied  with  his  decision,  work  was  to  continue  while 
they  carried  the  dispute  to  the  Coast  Labor  Relations  Committee  and,  if 
necessary,  to  the  coast  arbitrator  as  the  final  step  in  the  judicial  process. 

The  execution  of  this  agreement  reflected  the  growing  willingness  of 
the  employers  and  the  union  to  accept  each  other  on  equal  terms.  It  came 
at  a  time  when  the  intricate  jurisdictional  lines  between  the  competing 
maritime  unions  had  finally  been  fairly  well  drawn,  and  1940  seemed  to 
foreshadow  a  new  era.  As  a  close  observer  of  the  industry  predicted: 

.  .  .  The  evidence  of  improved  performance,  chiefly  in  the 
form  of  practical  cessation  of  all  job  stoppages  .  .  .  give  every 
assurance  of  continued  peace  on  the  Pacific  Coast  waterfronts 
during  the  life  of  the  agreement." 

World  War  II 

When  the  United  States  entered  World  War  II  in  December,  1941,  the 
experience  of  the  parties  with  more  than  a  year  of  peace  proved  a  useful 
foundation  for  meeting  wartime  problems.  They  were  able  to  work  to- 
gether successfully  on  recruitment,  allocation  of  manpower,  and  produc- 
tivity. Frank  Foisie,  who  had  become  president  of  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers Association,  publicly  praised  Bridges  and  the  ILWU  for  their  coopera- 
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tion.  In  Seattle,  the  representatives  of  Local  19  on  the  Pacific  Maritime 
Industry  Board  wrestled  with  the  difficult  problem  of  recruiting  enough 
men  to  load  the  ships  carrying  supplies  to  Pacific  battlefronts,  and  when 
the  need  to  find  more  workers  in  the  tight  Seattle  labor  market  was  espe- 
cially acute,  Local  19  even  suggested  the  possibility  of  using  prisoners  of 
war  on  the  waterfront.55  Members  of  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee 
worked  together  to  prevent  bottlenecks  and,  after  one  of  their  inspection 
tours  of  the  docks,  they  reported  in  the  committee  minutes  a  finding  which, 
viewed  against  the  background  of  their  prewar  relations,  is  especially 
interesting: 

Employer  members  stated  they  believed  work  was  being  per- 
formed in  a  very  good  manner  on  all  docks  visited,  except  the 
Army  Dock — and  this  might  be  the  fault  of  management.56 

Like  the  parties  to  collective  bargaining  in  other  industries  during  the 
war,  the  ILWU  and  the  employers  each  sought,  through  decisions  of  gov- 
ernment agencies,  to  secure  advantages  they  had  not  been  able  to  get 
through  collective  bargaining.  *  The  union  pushed  for  an  extension  of  job 
control,  while  the  employers  tried  equally  hard  to  recapture  control  of 
hiring  in  a  case  carried  to  the  National  War  Labor  Board  in  1944.57 

The  ILWU  urged  the  board  to  award  them  what  amounted  to  a  closed 
shop  by  proposing  that  preference  in  registration,  as  well  as  in  employ- 
ment, be  given  to  union  members.  The  employers  objected,  arguing  that 
the  union  was  already  adequately  protected,  because  registration  was 
largely  based  on  seniority,  so  that  union  members  who  had  preference  in 
employment  automatically  were  given  priority  in  registration.  The  board 
denied  the  union's  demand,  asserting  the  union  really  intended  "to  abridge 
the  right  of  employers  to  offer  an  objection  when  a  name  comes  up  for 
registration." 

The  ILWU  also  asked  that  the  employers  agree  not  to  discriminate 
"because  of  union  membership  and  activities,  race,  creed,  color,  sex,  reli- 
gious or  political  beliefs,  or  national  origin."  Pointing  out  that  they  were 
actually  formalizing  existing  practices,  because  the  employers  did  not  dis- 


*  On  the  other  hand,  unions  sometimes  found  themselves  fighting  off  wartime 
orders  which  took  away  gains  they  had  negotiated.  The  ILWU  achieved  a  substantial 
victory  in  1942,  when  it  helped  persuade  President  Roosevelt  to  amend  an  executive 
order  prohibiting  payment  of  overtime  except  after  eight  hours  a  day  or  forty  hours 
a  week.  The  ILWU  joined  other  unions  in  a  vigorous  protest  to  Washington,  pointing 
out  that  observance  of  the  order  would  mean  abandonment  of  the  prized  six-hour 
day  won  in  the  1934  strike.  The  order  was  amended  a  few  days  later  to  allow  the 
secretary  of  labor  to  exempt  any  industries  where  an  existing  arrangement  "was 
operating  successfully  ...  [or  was]  advisable  for  the  successful  prosecution  of 
the  war."  (These  policies  were  embodied  in  Executive  Orders  9240,  9248,  and  9340.) 
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criminate  against  men  for  any  of  these  reasons,  the  board  granted  the 
union's  request  with  the  exception  of  "sex."  The  union's  inclusion  of  sex 
in  the  proposed  clause  apparently  caused  some  consternation  among  board 
members  who  were  unable  to  visualize  women  doing  longshore  work,  but 
the  union  pointed  out  that  women  were  already  driving  lift  jitneys  in  inland 
warehouses  and  could  do  this  on  the  waterfront. 

On  their  part,  the  employers  demanded  the  right  to  have  steady  gangs 
and  men  assigned  to  them  but  the  board  denied  the  request,  noting  that 
this  practice  had  ceased  in  Seattle,  Portland,  and  Los  Angeles  in  1935, 
and  in  San  Francisco  in  1939,  and  that  it  would  conflict  with  the  principle 
of  equalization  of  job  opportunities  and  earnings.  Arguing  that  the  sharp 
distinction  made  between  longshoremen  and  dockworkers  sometimes 
forced  them  to  keep  idle  men  standing  by,  the  employers  further  proposed 
that  they  be  given  the  right  "to  shift  longshoremen  between  ship  and  dock 
and  vice  versa."  After  hearing  testimony  that  older  men  liked  to  be  classi- 
fied as  dockworkers  rather  than  as  longshoremen — who  are  dispatched  to 
the  more  arduous  and  dangerous  work  in  the  ship's  hold — the  board  denied 
the  employers'  demands,  pointing  out  that  they  were  permitted  under  the 
contract  to  lay  off  unattached  men,  or  gangs  as  a  unit,  if  they  were  not 
needed. 

The  employers  also  urged  the  board  to  strengthen  their  ability  to  disci- 
pline workers,  declaring  that  a  longshoreman  discharged  for  cause  on  one 
day  could  be,  and  was  in  some  cases,  redispatched  to  the  same  employer 
the  next  day.  They  proposed  that  a  discharged  man  should  not  be  redis- 
patched to  any  other  job  until  his  case  was  disposed  of  by  the  Joint  Labor 
Relations  Committee.  The  board  noted  that  employees  did  not  customarily 
lose  their  right  to  employment  in  an  entire  industry  merely  because  they 
had  been  discharged  by  one  employer,  and  ordered  that  the  employers' 
request  be  limited  to  the  prevention  of  redispatching  to  the  employer  who 
had  discharged  the  man  until  the  case  had  been  disposed  of. 

Finally,  the  employers  urged  that  dispatchers,  instead  of  being  elected 
by  the  longshoremen  in  each  port,  should  be  selected  from  among  the 
membership  of  the  union,  but  by  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee. 
They  also  demanded  the  right  to  maintain  a  representative  in  the  hiring 
hall  at  all  times.  Pointing  to  a  high  turnover  of  dispatchers,  they  argued 
that  these  proposals  were  made  in  the  interest  of  increasing  efficiency  in 
dispatching.  The  ILWU  was  silent  on  the  request  for  an  employers'  rep- 
resentative in  the  hiring  halls,  but  insisted  that  if  the  dispatchers  were  to 
enjoy  the  confidence  of  the  men,  the  longshoremen  themselves  must  be 
able  to  exercise  control  over  them  through  the  processes  of  election  and 
recall.  The  board  held  that  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  should 
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establish  standards  which  must  be  met  by  candidates  for  the  dispatching 
job,  and  that  the  dispatchers  should  continue  to  be  elected  by  the  union. 
It  also  decided  that  both  the  employers  and  the  union  should  be  free  to 
maintain  representatives  in  each  hiring  hall  at  all  times. 

The  decision  of  the  National  War  Labor  Board  added  a  few  minor 
refinements  to  the  contract  but,  in  the  mam,  the  hiring  halls  remained 
virtually  unchanged.  Until  the  passage  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act,  the  ques- 
tion of  who  was  to  control  hiring  remained  in  abeyance. 

The  1946  Strike 

The  end  of  the  war  in  the  fall  of  1945  brought  an  end  to  wartime  coopera- 
tion in  West  Coast  longshoring.  As  curbs  on  wage  increases  loosened  and 
labor's  wartime  no-strike  pledge  ran  out,  longshoremen  grew  as  restless 
as  other  workers  throughout  the  country.  In  1946,  they  joined  other  mari- 
time workers  and  those  in  the  auto,  steel,  coal,  and  railroad  industries  in 
strikes  of  a  magnitude  unknown  in  the  country  since  the  period  just 
after  World  War  I. 

With  another  coast-wide  strike  looming  in  the  offing,  West  Coast  long- 
shoremen again  took  the  initiative  in  trying  to  secure  united  action  by  the 
craft  unions  in  the  maritime  industry.  In  February,  the  ILWU  and  six  other 
maritime  unions  met  to  make  joint  plans.  In  May  they  formed  the  Com- 
mittee for  Maritime  Unity  and  set  a  strike  deadline  for  June  15.* 

The  longshore  agreement  had  expired  on  October  1,  1945,  and  long- 
shoremen were  working  without  a  contract  while  their  negotiators  tried 
unsuccessfully  to  reach  an  agreement  early  in  1946.  The  touchy  question 
of  control  of  hiring  was  not  at  issue  but  the  parties  could  not  agree  on  a 
wage  increase — the  issue  then  uppermost  in  the  longshoremen's  minds. 
The  tempers  of  ILWU  negotiators  became  understandably  frayed  as  the 
longshoremen  grew  increasingly  restive,  seeing  wage  increases  in  other 
industries  were  reported  in  the  press  almost  daily.  The  employers'  spokes- 
men grew  increasingly  irritated  too,  because  they  were  fighting  on  two 
fronts:  trying  to  hold  back  the  pressure  for  increased  wages  on  one  hand, 
and  on  the  other  to  defeat  the  ILWU's  campaign  of  that  year  to  bring  walk- 
ing bosses  and  checkers  into  the  union — a  story  too  long  and  complicated 
to  tell  here.58  A  walkout  by  the  longshoremen  was  narrowly  averted  in 


*  The  members  were  the  ILWU,  NMU,  MC&S,  Inlandboatmen's  Union,  Ameri- 
can Communications  Association,  and  Marine  Firemen.  All  but  the  Firemen  were 
CIO  affiliates.  AFL  maritime  unions  rejected  an  invitation  to  join,  instead  establish- 
ing an  AFL  Maritime  Trades  Department  with  Harry  Lundeberg  and  Joseph  Ryan  as 
officers.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  assured  the  Com- 
mittee for  Maritime  Unity  of  their  support.  Seattle  Times,  June  7,  1946,  and  Lamp- 
man,  op.  cit.,  p.  295. 
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April,  when  President  Truman  appointed  a  federal  fact-finding  board5'  and 
the  temper  of  the  men  was  not  improved  when  the  June  strike  deadline  of 
the  Committee  for  Maritime  Unity  arrived  and  the  employers  refused  to 
concede  any  more  than  the  board's  recommendation  of  a  22-cent  an  hour 
increase.  Substantial  as  it  was,  this  wage  offer  was  one  cent  less  than  the 
employers  had  given  the  ILA  "exception  ports"  a  few  days  before  the 
ILWU  original  strike  deadline  in  April.  Consequently,  it  was  with  reluc- 
tance that  the  longshoremen  agreed  with  the  other  CMU  members  to  call 
off  the  scheduled  strike  and  accept  the  fact-finding  board's  recommenda- 
tion. The  ILWU's  failure  to  obtain  parity  with  their  ILA  rivals  was  made 
more  palatable,  however,  by  the  knowledge  that  the  increase  would  be 
retroactive  to  the  expiration  date  of  the  old  contract — more  than  eight 
months  earlier — which  meant  back  payments  of  several  hundred  dollars 
for  some  longshoremen. 

The  longshoremen  and  the  other  CMU  unions  had  hardly  reached  these 
settlements  in  June  than  they  began  negotiating  new  agreements  which 
would  take  effect  September  30.  Control  of  hiring  was  again  by-passed  in 
the  longshore  negotiations,  with  the  union  demanding  another  wage  in- 
crease and  inclusion  of  a  safety  code  in  the  contract.  Whether  the  parties 
might  have  been  able  to  reach  a  peaceful  settlement  on  these  issues  in 
less  troubled  times  is  uncertain.  The  rest  of  the  summer  was  so  hectic  that 
the  parties  hardly  had  an  opportunity  to  consider  their  negotiations  calmly 
— the  SUP  and  NMU  kept  the  employers'  harassed  negotiators  junketing 
back  and  forth  across  the  country;*  a  series  of  strike  deadlines  were 
announced  and  then  postponed  by  the  maritime  unions;  and  the  dying 
Wage  Stabilization  Board's  attempts  to  establish  parity  between  the  two 
factions  were  overridden  by  higher  authority  in  the  person  of  John  R. 
Steelman,  the  President's  stabilization  director.  As  members  of  the  CMU, 
the  longshoremen  became  enmeshed  in  all  the  sudden  walk-outs  and  back- 
to-work  mevements  of  the  various  unions,  and  on  October  1  they  "hit 
the  bricks"  for  their  own  demands.  The  employers  announced  their  accep- 
tance of  the  safety  code60  and  a  15-cent  increase  for  the  ILWU  on  Octo- 
ber 18,  but  negotiations  were  stalemated  over  the  perennial  ILWU-SUP 
conflict  about  loading  work  on  steam  schooners.  The  parties  finally  agreed 
to  send  that  issue  to  arbitration  but  picket  lines  of  other  striking  unions 
kept  the  longshoremen  from  getting  back  to  work  for  another  month. 
On  November  17,  the  last  pickets  were  withdrawn  from  the  waterfront 
and  the  48-day  strike  was  over. 


*  Lundeberg  had  called  an  SUP  strike  on  June  6  despite  President  Truman's 
threat  to  break  the  strike  with  military  personnel,  explaining  that  the  sailors  had  lost 
patience  with  the  shipowners  "who  are  detained  in  Washington,  D.C.,  negotiating 
with  the  CIO  unions." 
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The  Committee  for  Maritime  Unity  had  enjoyed  brief  success  as  an 
integrating  force  among  the  maritime  crafts  but  this  organization — like 
the  Maritime  Federation  of  the  Pacific  before  it — was  dissolved  when 
relations  between  the  two  strongest  members,  the  ILWU  and  the  NMU, 
broke  down  after  the  strike.  Waterfront  employers,  after  seeing  the  havoc 
wrought  by  the  battles  between  the  competing  crafts  in  the  maritime  labor 
movement,  might  well  have  watched  with  some  regret  the  death  of  this 
second  attempt  to  introduce  the  industrial-union  concept  in  the  shipping 
industry. 

The  1948  Strike 

The  year  1947  was  quiet  on  the  Pacific  Coast  waterfront.  When  the  con- 
tract came  up  for  renewal  in  June,  both  parties  agreed  to  extend  it  without 
modification  while  they  waited  to  see  whether  Congress  was  going  to  pass 
the  Taft-Hartley  bill  then  being  debated  in  Washington.  But  in  1948,  when 
negotiations  on  a  new  agreement  got  under  way,  the  old  battle  over  con- 
trol of  hiring  was  reopened  in  an  atmosphere  of  hostility  unequaled  since 
1934.  Frank  Foisie,  spokesman  for  the  employers,  now  armed  with  the 
Taft-Hartley  Act,  was  obviously  convinced  that  the  act  was  a  perfect 
weapon  with  which  to  resurrect  his  system  of  employer-controlled  hiring 
halls — and  to  remove  his  old  adversary,  Harry  Bridges,  from  the  bargain- 
ing table.  The  longshoremen,  fearing  that  a  strict  application  of  the  new 
law  could  mean  the  emasculation  of  their  union,  as  well  as  the  end  of  their 
hiring  system,  were  determined  to  fight  both  the  employers  and  the  law. 
Passage  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  posed  peculiar  difficulties  for  the  long- 
shoring  industry.  Under  section  8 a  (3),  it  is  an  unfair  labor  practice  for 
an  employer  to  discriminate  in  hiring,  tenure,  or  any  term  or  condition  of 
employment  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  or  discouraging  union  mem- 
bership— he  cannot  agree  with  a  union  that  he  will  hire  only  union  men. 
The  concession  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  to  union  security  arrangements 
comes  in  the  form  of  a  proviso  to  this  general  prohibition.  Under  the  pro- 
viso, an  employer  is  permitted  to  sign  an  agreement  requiring  his  workers 
to  join  the  union  after  working  30  days.  If  there  were  no  more  to  the 
section,  it  would  allow  what  is  in  common  parlance  a  "union  shop"  agree- 
ment, although  it  clearly  forbids  either  a  closed  shop  or  a  preferential 
hiring  agreement  (such  as  the  ILWU's)  since  men  must  be  given  30  days 
to  join  the  union  after  they  are  hired.  But  there  is  more  to  section  8a  (3) . 
It  further  provides  that  an  employer  is  guilty  of  an  unfair  labor  practice 
if  he  discriminates  against  an  employee  under  the  type  of  agreement  per- 
mitted by  the  act  when  "he  has  reasonable  grounds  for  believing  that 
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membership  [in  the  union]  was  denied  or  terminated  for  reasons  other 
than  failure  of  the  employee  to  tender  dues  and  initiation  fees  uniformly 
required  as  a  condition  of  acquiring  or  retaining  membership."  Thus, 
what  the  act  really  permits  is  a  maintenance-of-dues  contract  effective  30 
days  after  employment.81  Moreover,  as  originally  enacted,  the  law  forbade 
even  such  a  maintenance-of-dues  contract  unless  a  majority  of  the  em- 
ployees "eligible  to  vote"  (rather  than  a  majority  of  those  voting)  had 
voted  in  an  NLRB-conducted  election  to  authorize  the  union  to  make  such 
an  agreement,  and  the  union  had  filed  certain  information  with  the  board, 
including  non-Communist  affidavits  signed  by  the  union  officers.858 

Section  8  a  (3)  raised  serious  problems  for  the  ILWU.  Satisfying  the 
election  requirement  raised  no  significant  problems,  but  the  kind  of  union 
security  agreement  the  union  would  then  have  been  able  to  obtain  was 
not  conceived  for  a  casual-labor  market  like  the  waterfront.  An  agreement 
permitting  the  union  to  insist  only  that  a  longshoreman  join  the  union  and 
maintain  his  dues  payments  after  30  days  of  employment  obviously  was 
of  no  value  to  the  ILWU,  where  typically  a  job  lasts  only  a  few  days.  The 
union  would  hardly  have  been  induced  to  abandon  its  job  rotation  policy 
in  order  to  acquire  a  union  security  arrangement  which  confined  the 
union's  disciplinary  powers  over  its  members  to  insisting  that  they  pay 
dues.  As  a  Senate  committee  observed  after  examining  the  potential 
impact  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  on  the  ILWU's  hiring  hall  and  those  of 
other  maritime  unions: 

.  .  .  over  most  of  this  industry  there  really  is  no  intermediate 
position  between  the  complete  open  shop  and  some  form  of 
closed  shop.  The  casual  nature  of  the  employment  renders  a 
union  shop,  for  instance,  impractical.63 

As  negotiations  opened  in  1948,  the  employers  seemed  to  have  an  air- 
tight case  when  they  contended  that  the  old  contract  provisions  granting 
preference  of  employment  to  ILWU  members,  the  union's  participation 
in  the  registration  process,  and  the  hiring  hall  system  itself,  conflicted  with 
the  Taft-Hartley  Act.  Declaring  that  the  hiring  hall  was  "The  Number 
One  issue — one  that  will  have  to  be  settled  before  any  contract  can  be 
signed,"  the  employers  went  over  the  heads  of  union  officials  and  began 
mailing  copies  of  a  kind  of  house  organ  called  Shoreside  Reports  to  the 
longshoremen  at  their  homes.84 

The  evolution  of  the  positions  taken  by  the  parties  was  substantially 
this:  The  employers  were  willing  to  continue  the  hiring  halls  but  insisted 
on  exclusive  control.  In  addition  to  the  contract  provisions  already  men- 
tioned which  they  viewed  as  contrary  to  the  Taft-Hartley  Act,  they  held 

121 


that  the  selection  of  dispatchers  by  the  union  was  also  violative  of  the 
act.  The  union  conceded  that  preference  of  employment  based  on  union 
membership  might  conflict  with  the  new  law,  but  maintained  that  union 
selection  of  dispatchers  did  not,  asserting  that  the  dispatchers  merely 
performed  routine  duties  in  dispatching  men  according  to  the  agreement 
and  were  under  the  control  of  the  labor  relations  committees. 

In  an  effort  to  resolve  the  conflict  over  this  last  issue  the  ILWU  pro- 
posed that  authority  to  select  dispatchers  be  vested  hi  the  coast  arbitrator 
or,  alternatively,  that  the  existing  method  be  continued  in  effect  until  a 
legal  determination  (court  decision  on  the  legality  of  traditional  hiring 
hall  practices)  was  made.  Rejecting  this  suggestion,  the  employers  coun- 
tered with  a  proposal  that  dispatchers  be  selected  by  the  director  of  the 
Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service,  his  appointee,  or  some  other 
neutral  person.  This,  in  turn,  was  rejected  by  the  union. 

The  employers  then  proposed  adopting  the  "Taft-Lundeberg  formula" 
which  they  had  worked  out  with  the  SUP  the  previous  year,*  but  the 
suggestion  was  dropped  after  the  employers  admitted  it  would  result,  in 
effect,  in  an  open  shop  in  longshoring.65  Unlike  the  SUP,  which  had  not 
found  it  necessary  to  hire  casuals  (nonunion  men)  during  peak  periods, 
ILWU  dispatchers  would  have  had  to  dispatch  anyone,  whether  a  regis- 
tered longshoreman  or  not,  if  he  had  ever  worked  even  as  a  casual  on  the 
waterfront.  Certainly  the  formula  was  incompatible  with  hiring  long- 
shoremen in  rotation.  The  union  then  offered  as  a  counterproposal  a 
clause  giving  preference  in  employment  to  longshoremen  on  the  basis  of 
seniority,  and  basing  new  registrations  also  on  seniority. 

The  parties  failed  to  come  to  any  agreement  and,  on  June  3,  a  fact- 
finding  board  was  appointed  by  the  President  under  the  national-emer- 
gency provisions  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act.  The  board  found  the  preference- 
of-employment  clause  and  the  method  of  dispatching  to  be  the  issues  of 
overriding  importance  and  predicted  that  agreement  would  not  be 
reached.60  The  board's  report  was  made  on  June  1 1 ,  and  was  followed  a 
few  days  later  by  a  temporary  order  restraining  strike  action,  not  only  by 
the  ILWU,  but  also  by  the  NMU,  Marine  Cooks  and  Stewards,  the  Marine 
Firemen,  the  Marine  Engineers,  and  the  Radio  Operators,  all  of  whom 
were  negotiating  new  contracts. 


*  This  formula  gives  preference  in  employment  to  men  previously  employed  by 
one  or  more  of  the  companies  signatory  to  the  agreement,  thus  in  practice  it  gives 
preference  to  SUP  members  because  the  union  had  had  a  closed  shop  for  years. 
Sailors  continued  to  be  dispatched  from  the  union  hiring  hall.  Senator  Taft  consulted 
with  Lundeberg  and  Gregory  Harrison,  the  shipowners'  representative,  in  working 
out  the  formula,  which  Taft  believed  complied  with  the  act  bearing  his  name.  U.S. 
Congress,  Senate  Joint  Committee  .  .  .  ,  Labor-Management  Relations,  West  Coast 
Maritime  Industry,  pp.  25-26. 
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With  the  two  basic  issues  unresolved,  the  parties  took  up  the  ILWU's 
other  demands  for  an  1 8 -cent  wage  increase  and  reduction  of  the  work 
shift  from  nine  to  eight  hours.  The  employers  countered  with  an  offer  of 
5  cents  and  no  change  in  the  work  shift.  On  June  21,  they  antagonized 
the  union  by  filing  unfair  labor  practice  charges  against  them  on  three 
counts:  that  the  ILWU  was  "refusing  to  bargain  until  the  other  five  unions 
had  signed  agreements"  under  section  8b  (3);*  "refusing  to  bargain  for 
a  new  hiring  hall"  under  section  8b  (3) ;  and  "demanding  a  contract  con- 
tinuing the  present  illegal  hiring-hall-union-dispatcher  setup"  under  sec- 
tion 8b(  3). 67 

On  July  2,  the  U.S.  attorney  general  obtained  an  80-day  injunction 
which  prohibited  a  strike  or  lockout  until  September.  Within  a  few  days 
after  the  "cooling-off"  period  began,  the  employers  charged  Seattle  long- 
shoremen with  "deliberately  flouting  the  80-day  injunction  by  causing  a 
slowdown  which  has  reduced  cargo  handling  operations  by  about  a  third." 
Not  long  after,  they  announced  that  460  Seattle  longshoremen  had  been 
discharged  for  engaging  in  slowdowns,  and  on  July  19  the  Waterfront 
Employers  Association  announced  in  San  Francisco  that  banana  ship- 
ments to  San  Francisco  and  Seattle  had  been  discontinued.  Explaining 
that  "it  is  impractical  for  the  banana  shipper  to  send  a  ship  north  of  Los 
Angeles  unless  it  calls  at  two  substantial  ports,"  the  WEA  continued, 
"San  Francisco  lost  the  banana  business  because  of  the  Seattle  slow- 
down."68 

Seattle  employers  were  further  annoyed  by  a  heritage  of  the  Wobbly 
era.  Just  as  IWW  stickers,  "Join  the  One  Big  Union,"  used  to  be  pasted 
on  railroad  cars  and  bunkhouses  in  Western  mines  and  lumber  camps, 
small  stickers  began  appearing  on  lift  trucks,  bulkheads,  pieces  of  cargo, 
and  on  the  walls  of  longshoremen's  lunchrooms,  reading: 

"Keep  Cool  for  Eighty  Days" 
"Don't  Get  All  Heated  Up" 

"Safety  Slogan: 

In  watching  safety,  don't  forget 
You'll  Get  Phew-monia  if  you  sweat." 

"There's  Ways  and  Ways 
Of  Cooling  Off  for  80  Days" 

A  union  official  commented  later  about  the  injunction  period,  "The  em- 


*  In  1948,  no  formal  organization  such  as  the  Maritime  Federation  of  the  Pacific 
or  the  Committee  for  Maritime  Unity  existed,  but  the  ILWU  was  supporting  the 
demands  of  the  other  unions  named  in  the  injunction. 
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ployers  were  damned  glad  when  the  80  days  ended.  The  status  quo  was 
maintained  but  it  cost  them  plenty." 

As  the  injunction  period  drew  to  a  close,  the  employers  mailed  a  seven- 
page  issue  oiShoreside  Reports  to  ILWU  members  containing  the  employ- 
ers' final  offer  on  which  the  men  were  supposed  to  vote  before  they  were 
free  to  strike.  The  offer  consisted  of  ten  proposals — the  5-cent  increase  and 
the  following  which  are  pertinent  to  the  hiring  hall  issue :  that  dispatchers 
be  selected  by  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service;  that  regis- 
tered men  be  given  preference  in  employment,  rather  than  extending  the 
"preference  shall  be  given  to  union  members"  language  of  the  existing  con- 
tract; and  that  in  adding  new  men  to  the  registered  list,  preference  would 
be  given  to  men  previously  employed  in  the  industry.  The  port  labor  rela- 
tions committees  would  decide  how  many  should  be  registered;  the  employ- 
ers, who  would  be  registered. 

In  a  curious  revelation  of  how  little  they  understood  the  rank-and-file 
support  for  their  union  officers,  the  employers  had  issued  a  statement  to 
the  press  the  day  before  mailing  their  final  offer  to  the  men,  charging  that 
the  ILWU  was  "guided  strictly  by  the  Communist  Party  Line."*  When  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board  polled  the  men  in  the  secret  election 
required  by  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  on  the  question,  "Do  you  accept  the 
Employers'  last  offer?"  the  26,000  longshoremen  and  affiliated  maritime 
workers  showed  their  reaction  to  the  employers'  tactics,  and  their  opinion 
of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act,  by  boycotting  the  election.  The  board  reported 
the  results  as  follows:69 

Number  of  eligible  employees 26,695 

BaUots  marked  "yes" 0 

Ballots  marked  "no" 0 

Ballots  challenged 0 

Total  ballots  cast 0 

The  ILWU  conducted  its  own  coast-wide  referendum  in  their  customary 
manner  of  taking  strike  votes,  and  the  membership  voted  97  per  cent 
against  accepting  the  employers'  last  offer. 

Even  in  this  hostile  atmosphere,  it  seemed  possible  that  the  negotiators 
in  San  Francisco  might  reach  a  settlement  before  the  80-day  injunction 
expired.  The  ostensible  hurdle  to  agreement  was  overcome  when  Bridges 
and  Gregory  Harrison,  WEA  general  counsel,  orally  agreed  to  compro- 
mise on  the  crucial  hiring-hall  issue  by  continuing  the  existing  system  and 


*  WEA  news  release,  August  10,  1948.  Before  the  date  of  the  vote  on  the  final 
offer,  another  irritant  was  added.  On  August  22, 1LA  longshoremen  in  the  "exception 
ports"  were  given  an  increase  of  eight  cents  an  hour — three  cents  more  than  the 
employers  were  offering  the  ILWU. 
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inserting  a  clause  in  the  agreement  committing  them  to  renegotiate  any 
offending  provisions  in  the  event  of  an  adverse  court  decision.  But  on  the 
last  afternoon,  disagreement  arose  early  in  the  negotiating  session  when 
Bridges  reminded  the  employers  of  the  ILWU  tradition  that  a  new  contract 
would  not  become  effective  until  the  membership  voted  upon  it.  Harrison 
contended  that  it  should  become  effective  immediatly  upon  execution.70 
Then,  just  before  adjourning  for  dinner,  Bridges  reminded  Harrison  of 
the  ILWU's  commitment  not  to  sign  an  agreement  until  settlements  had 
been  reached  with  the  other  maritime  unions.  Harrison  replied  that  he 
understood  that  to  be  so,  and  the  session  was  adjourned.  When  the  parties 
met  again  at  8  P.M.,  Harrison  raised  the  question  of  the  actual  hour  of  the 
strike  deadline,  saying  he  understood  it  to  be  midnight.  Bridges  insisted 
that  it  was  not  until  10:30  the  next  morning,  when  the  80-day  injunction 
expired.  Bridges  then  pointed  out  that  the  wording  of  the  "saving  clause" 
had  not  yet  been  worked  out,  and  that  the  language  of  this  clause,  the 
wage  increase,  the  9-hour  shift,  and  two  other  minor  points  were  the  issues 
yet  to  be  settled.  Harrison  responded  that  since  the  other  maritime  unions 
were  not  meeting  in  bargaining  conferences  that  evening,  there  was  no 
likelihood  that  agreements  could  be  reached  with  them  before  midnight. 
The  employers  left  the  room  briefly  to  caucus  and,  when  they  returned, 
announced  that  their  last  offer  made  in  negotiations  would  remain  open 
until  midnight.  Bridges  replied  that  the  offer  was  rejected.  Harrison  left 
the  meeting  with  the  other  employers,  remarking,  "We'll  see  you  later." 
Bridges  retorted,  "We'll  see  you  on  the  picket  line."  Thus  began  the  work 
stoppage  which  was  to  last  95  days,  a  stoppage  which  some  people  called 
a  strike  and  others  called  a  lockout. 

From  the  outset,  the  employers  seem  to  have  been  seriously  divided  on 
the  question  of  their  strike  strategy.  The  dominant  group  in  the  association 
— led  by  President  Frank  Foisie  and  Gregory  Harrison — were  determined 
to  seize  what  appeared  to  be  a  highly  favorable  opportunity  to  unseat 
Harry  Bridges  as  ILWU  president.  On  the  first  day  of  the  strike,  the  atmos- 
phere on  the  waterfront  was  electrified  when  the  employers  announced 
they  were  withdrawing  all  offers  and  would  not  bargain  further  with  a  labor 
organization  which  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  non-Communist  affidavit 
provision  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act.  In  a  coast-wide  referendum  on  whether 
ILWU  officials  should  file  such  affidavits,  the  membership  overwhelmingly 
rejected  the  idea.* 


*  The  total  vote  was  10,740  against  to  376  in  favor.  Members  of  Local  19  cast 
1,468  ballots  against  filing  the  affidavits  to  19  in  favor.  Seattle  Times,  Sept.  10  and 
11,  1948.  The  vote  in  Seattle  on  this  question  is  of  particular  interest  because  the 
membership  of  Local  19  has  always  been  the  most  politically  conservative  group 
in  the  ILWU. 


Waterfront  employers  then  began  referring  to  the  dispute  as  a  "political 
strike,"  contending  that  it  was  the  "irresponsibility  of  the  union  leader- 
ship" which  prevented  a  settlement.  To  prove  the  irresponsibility  of 
Bridges,  the  WEA  called  attention  to  "1,399  recorded  work  stoppages 
since  1934."  Seattle  led  the  list  with  413;  Los  Angeles  had  had  365;  San 
Francisco,  347;  and  Portland,  274.71 

The  intransigent  attitude  of  the  employers'  spokesmen  cost  their  asso- 
ciation much  of  the  support  from  firms  outside  the  association  which  they 
had  enjoyed  in  Seattle  in  other  strikes.  On  the  first  day  of  the  strike,  three 
Seattle  stevedoring  firms,  none  of  whom  were  members  of  the  WEA  at 
the  time,  signed  an  agreement  with  Local  19  accepting  the  existing  hiring- 
hall  provisions  and  granting  a  15-cent  wage  increase.  These  firms  contin- 
ued to  operate  during  the  strike.  A  few  days  later,  Local  19  offered  to 
handle  Army  cargo  in  Seattle  if  the  15-cent  increase  were  paid  and  if  the 
Army  agreed  not  to  hire  men  through  a  member  of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers Association.  The  Army's  port  of  embarkation,  however,  under- 
took to  "go  it  alone"  by  hiring  longshoremen  in  a  shape-up  at  their  pier 
rather  than  through  the  hiring  hall  because,  as  port  officials  stated,  "The 
Army  doesn't  want  to  take  sides."  The  Army's  success  in  hiring  was  limited 
by  the  presence  of  1 ,200  pickets  at  the  Army  docks,  and  a  short  time  later 
port  of  embarkation  officials  awarded  a  contract  to  one  of  the  stevedoring 
companies  which  had  settled  with  the  union.  Subsequently,  Local  19 
members  were  regularly  dispatched  from  the  hiring  hall  to  the  Army 
docks.* 

The  Seattle  Port  Commission  signed  a  similar  agreement  with  the  local 
a  month  later,  and  when  the  Alaska  Steamship  Company  refused  an  offer 
from  Local  19  to  work  "under  status  quo  conditions"  if  the  company  would 
agree  to  make  any  gains  growing  out  of  the  strike  settlements  retroactive, 
the  government-owned  Alaska  Railroad  organized  an  ocean-going  barge 
company  to  carry  cargo  to  the  territory.  This  concern  signed  an  agreement 
with  the  ILWU  and  operated  during  the  strike,  subsequently  dropping  out 
of  the  industry. 

Cargo  was  diverted  from  Seattle  to  Tacoma  early  in  October  on  the 


*  An  incident  occurred  during  this  period  which  must  have  impressed  Army  offi- 
cials. A  reserve  Army  captain  told  his  superiors  he  was  reluctant  to  cross  the  picket 
lines  because  he  was  a  member  of  Local  19  and  intended  to  go  back  to  longshoring 
when  his  tour  of  duty  was  over.  He  was  handed  the  ultimatum,  "Either  cross  the 
picket  lines  and  report  for  work  in  the  POE  or  you'll  be  wearing  civilian  clothes." 
He  appeared  the  next  morning  at  the  port  of  embarkation  pier — but  on  the  picket 
line,  wearing  civilian  clothes.  Seattle  Times,  Sept.  17,  1948.  As  a  former  Army 
enlisted  man,  I  was  mystified  by  the  captain's  ability  to  make  this  decision  with 
impunity,  but  I  was  unable  to  find  any  mention  of  disciplinary  action  by  the  Army 
in  the  Seattle  press. 
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assumption  that  ILA  longshoremen  would  handle  it.  Local  19  sent  a 
token  picket  line  to  the  Tacoma  docks  and,  at  first,  longshoremen  there 
refused  to  work  diverted  ships.  This  policy  was  abandoned  after  Harry 
Lundeberg  and  other  AFL  officials  met  in  Tacoma  to  persuade  the  ILA 
local  not  to  support  the  striking  CIO  unions,  and  Local  19's  pickets 
were  run  off  Tacoma  docks  by  AFL  seamen  and  longshoremen.*  This 
development  challenged  the  ILWU's  tactical  ability.  Their  first  move 
was  to  hire  a  speedboat,  which,  covered  with  signs  urging  AFL  longshore- 
men to  stop  working  the  "hot"  cargo,  weaved  about  Tacoma  docks.  This 
proved  unsuccessful,  so  an  airplane  fitted  out  with  a  loud-speaker  system 
was  hired  to  swoop  down  over  the  ships,  broadcasting  appeals  to  the  long- 
shoremen to  stop  work,  in  the  manner  used  by  the  Army  to  urge  enemy 
troops  to  surrender  during  World  War  II.  After  a  few  days  of  addressing 
their  captive  audience  in  this  fashion,  Local  19  abandoned  its  efforts,  and 
Tacoma  longshoremen  continued  to  work  the  cargo  unmolested.  The 
significance  to  the  employers  of  having  an  open  port  during  a  coast-wide 
strike  was  indicated  by  the  presence  on  October  26  of  twenty-one  ships 
diverted  from  Seattle  waiting  in  the  open  harbor  at  Tacoma  to  load  and 
discharge  their  cargoes. 

National  CIO  officials  entered  the  strike  on  October  14  when  Allen  S. 
Haywood,  director  of  organization,  informed  the  employers  that  the  CIO 
would  underwrite  any  contracts  leading  to  a  settlement  if  the  employers 
would  drop  their  insistence  on  the  non-Communist  affidavit.!  Two  days 
later  the  ILWU,  attempting  to  reopen  negotiations  which  had  been  broken 
off  44  days  earlier  when  the  strike  began,  made  a  proposal  for  the  election 
by  secret  ballot  of  a  rank-and-file  negotiating  committee.  The  employers 
rejected  this  proposal,  giving  their  reasons  in  a  letter  to  Bridges: 

.  .  .  the  composition  of  any  negotiating  committee  which 
may  be  selected  is  not  the  key  to  our  present  impasse.  The  prob- 
lem, as  you  well  know,  is  the  future  administration  and  observ- 
ances of  any  contract  between  ourselves  and  the  ILWU,  under 
its  present  leadership.  Your  14-year  party  line  record  of  irre- 
sponsibility and  double  dealing  proves  that  any  contract  which 
you  and  your  leadership  are  ultimately  to  administer,  no  matter 
how  or  by  whom  negotiated,  is  worthless.72 


*  The  president  of  the  State  Federation  of  Labor  justified  this  action  by  saying 
that  the  AFL  had  an  obligation  "to  rescue  the  rank  and  file  of  the  CIO  unions  from 
a  leadership  working  day  and  night  to  mislead  them  and  deliver  the  future  welfare  of 
the  State  of  Washington  to  out-of-state  or  foreign  control."  Seattle  Times,  Oct. 
9,  1948. 

f  At  the  time  of  this  proposal,  CIO  president  Philip  Murray  was,  like  John  L. 
Lewis  and  many  other  union  officials,  still  refusing  to  sign  the  non-Communist 
affidavit. 
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The  coast-wide  strike  picture  began  to  brighten  two  weeks  later.  In  a 
major  political  upset,  Harry  Truman  was  reelected  President  after  cam- 
paigning vigorously  against  the  Taft-Hartley  Act.  A  few  days  after  the  elec- 
tion, Almon  E.  Roth,  who  had  left  the  WEA  to  become  president  of  the  San 
Francisco  Employers  Council,  contacted  the  WEA,  the  ILWU,  and  the 
CIO  offering  to  join  with  the  latter  in  underwriting  a  settlement.  The  em- 
ployers were  persuaded  to  withdraw  their  insistence  on  non-Communist 
affidavits  and,  along  with  the  union,  agreed  to  this  proposal  on  November  8. 
A  few  days  later,  the  WEA  announced  that  a  new  1 8 -man  negotiating  com- 
mittee had  been  chosen,  and  negotiations  were  resumed.  On  November  18, 
the  end  of  the  strike  came  in  sight  when  Bridges  told  reporters,  "The 
employers  are  showing  evidence  of  very  good  faith."*  The  longshore  strike 
actually  ended  on  November  25 — the  84th  day — but  longshoremen  did 
not  get  back  to  work  until  December  6.  They  were  delayed  by  the  tradi- 
tional "steam  schooner  beef"  when  the  sailors  refused  to  work  until  ship- 
owners assured  the  SUP  that  the  new  longshore  agreement  did  not  take 
work  on  steam  schooners  away  from  them. 

The  new  contract  was  to  run  for  two  and  one-half  years.  Observance 
of  the  contract  was  "underwritten"  by  the  CIO  and  the  San  Francisco 
Employers  Council,  both  of  whom  agreed  to  withhold  their  support  of 
any  strike  or  lockout  unless  they  were  notified  in  advance  and  unless  they 
approved  the  action  taken.  Three  provisions  in  the  new  agreement  were 
major  victories  for  the  ILWU:  retention  of  the  clause  giving  preference 
of  employment  to  union  members;  the  provision  that  the  hiring  hall  would 
continue  to  operate  without  change;  and  a  15 -cent  wage  increase  (which 
brought  the  straight-time  rate  to  $1.82) .  The  employers  won  continuation 
of  the  nine-hour  shift.  The  statement  announcing  the  end  of  the  strike  was 
made  by  Harry  Bridges  for  the  ILWU;  R.  J.  Thomas  for  the  CIO;  and 
Dwight  C.  Steele  and  Colonel  John  Kilpatrick  for  the  WEA.73 

Anyone  following  the  strike  closely  might  well  have  wondered  where 
Foisie  and  Harrison  were.  Speculation  concerning  their  status  was  in- 
creased when,  the  day  after  the  strike  ended,  the  WEA  repudiated  rumors 
of  a  reorganization  as  "malicious,  untrue,  and  unfounded."74  But  skeptics 
were  inclined  to  take  the  rumors  seriously  and  a  leading  shipping  industry 
trade  journal  commented  "...  a  spokesman  for  an  anti-Foisie  group  in 
the  WEA  said  the  strike  could  have  been  prevented  by  good  judgment — 


*  Seattle  Times,  Nov.  19,  1948.  Perhaps  the  most  significant  change  in  the  em- 
ployers' negotiating  team  was  the  addition  of  Dwight  Steele,  president  of  the  Ha- 
waiian Employers  Council.  A  few  years  earlier,  Steele  had  established  good  relations 
with  the  ILWU  while  an  official  of  a  California  employers'  group  which  bargained 
with  the  warehouse  branch  of  the  union.  Kerr  and  Fisher,  "Conflict  on  the  Water- 
front," Atlantic  Monthly  (Sept.,  1949),  p.  19. 
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it's  time  for  a  new  team."75  To  those  members  of  the  WEA  who,  from  the 
outset,  had  been  unconvinced  of  the  necessity  of  a  strike,  Foisie's  and 
Harrison's  policies  had  seemed  less  than  rational.  The  strike  had  pushed 
marginal  companies  to  the  point  of  going  under  and  when  larger  companies 
such  as  Matson  and  the  government-owned  American  President  Lines 
sided  with  the  group  who  wanted  to  end  the  stoppage,  it  meant  a  major 
shift  in  alignments  within  the  association,  which  made  a  reorganization 
inevitable.78 

The  suspense  was  ended  early  in  1949,  when  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers Association  merged  with  the  Pacific  American  Shipowners  Associa- 
tion to  form  the  present  employer  group,  the  Pacific  Maritime  Associa- 
tion, with  O.  W.  Pearson,  whose  background  included  experience  as  a 
sailor  and  as  a  longshoreman,  as  its  first  president.  The  new  association 
immediately  announced  that  a  basic  principle  of  its  operation  would  be 
an  emphasis  upon  "more  direct  employer  participation  in  all  phases  of 
labor  relations."  The  new  agreement  had  also  provided  that  lawyers  would 
no  longer  serve  as  negotiators;  they  would  handle  only  those  matters  in 
which  legal  questions  were  clearly  involved,  thus  eliminating  much  of  the 
adversary  attitudes  which  had  characterized  earlier  negotiations.  The 
policy  shift  in  the  employers'  group  had  been  foreshadowed  in  the  final 
issue  of  Shoreside  Reports,  which  employers  mailed  to  the  longshoremen 
on  December  21,  after  the  end  of  the  strike: 

Longshoremen,  the  public,  and  the  employers  have  some- 
thing very  special  to  celebrate.  There's  something  new  under 
every  Christmas  tree  on  the  Pacific  Coast  .  .  .  It's  a  promise — 
a  very  real  one — of  peace  and  goodwill  on  the  waterfronts  of  the 
Pacific  Coast.  We  can  and  we  must  make  this  Christmas  spirit 
last  throughout  the  year  and  on  Into  the  years  to  come. 

What  was  the  significance  of  the  1948  strike?  When  negotiations  for 
the  agreement  began,  it  seemed  clear  that  passage  of  the  Taft-Hartley 
Act  had  finally  put  the  employers  in  a  position  to  recapture  unilateral 
control  of  hiring.  But  even  with  the  new  law  on  the  books,  they  were 
forced  to  compromise  on  the  hiring-hall  issue  and,  instead,  directed  their 
efforts  to  driving  a  wedge  between  the  rank-and-file  and  the  union  leader- 
ship. Rather  than  being  disaffected  by  the  continued  attacks  on  their 
leaders,  ILWU  members  interpreted  the  employers'  action  as  an  attempt 
to  dominate  their  union,  and  they  closed  ranks.  The  ILWU  emerged  from 
the  95-day  strike  in  a  stronger  position  than  they  had  ever  held  in  the 
industry.  In  1949,  the  ILWU  found  itself  dealing  with  an  employers'  group 
more  fully  prepared  than  any  of  its  predecessors  to  accept  the  union  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  industry  and  as  a  partner  in  running  the  hiring  hall. 
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The  New  Look 

With  the  end  of  the  1948  strike  and  the  change  of  leadership  in  the 
employers'  association,  the  armed-truce  atmosphere  which  had  existed  on 
the  waterfront  for  fourteen  years  disappeared.  Labor  relations  on  the 
Pacific  Coast  assumed  what  has  been  popularly  known  in  the  industry  as 
the  "new  look" — one  of  genuine  willingness  of  the  parties  to  cooperate  for 
their  mutual  benefit.  Early  in  1949,  an  employer  spokesman  said  of  the 
new  attitude  toward  collective  bargaining,  "We  have  a  new  spirit  and  we 
know  that  if  we  supplement  it  with  the  right  kind  of  action,  we  can  turn 
it  into  new  jobs  for  all  hands."  An  ILWU  official  echoed  these  sentiments: 

We're  not  trying  to  kid  anybody  that  the  man  who  writes  the 
check  and  the  man  who  gets  it  aren't  two  different  people,  but 
we  know  equally  well  that  they  have  a  wide  field  of  mutual 
interest  .  .  .  We  should  concentrate  on  our  areas  of  agree- 
ment, not  our  areas  of  disagreement,  in  order  to  obtain  a  fair 
share  of  world  cargo.77 

Indeed,  economic  considerations  had  made  the  "new  look"  much 
overdue.  Truck  and  rail  competition  had  made  serious  inroads  in  the 
volume  of  cargo  shipped  through  West  Coast  ports  during  the  protracted 
waterfront  tie-ups,  and  this  trade  had  not  been  recovered.  "In  1947  there 
were  only  60  ships  in  inter-coastal  trade — compared  with  about  160  in 
1939. "78  The  industry's  difficulties  were  further  complicated  by  the  fact 
that  efficiency  of  cargo  handling  had  dropped  significantly  in  the  atmos- 
phere of  hostility,  distrust,  and  open  warfare  of  the  last  decade.*  Faced 
with  these  critical  conditions,  the  parties  undertook — for  the  first  time  in 
their  bargaining  history — a  series  of  joint  conferences  on  ways  to  increase 
port  activity,  improve  safety  conditions,  and  institute  technological  im- 
provements. To  dispel  the  industry's  reputation  among  shippers  for  unre- 
liability, every  effort  was  made  to  avoid  work  stoppages.  This  desire  was 
reflected  in  a  clause  added  to  the  section  of  the  agreement  entitled  "No 
Strikes,  Lockouts,  and  Work  Stoppages"  which  said:  "There  will  be  no 
'hip  pocket'  working,  dispatching,  or  safety  rules;  or  unilateral  union  mem- 
bership or  business  agents'  rules  or  rulings."  The  clause  has  succeeded 
in  ending  a  practice  which  had  been  the  cause  of  many  on-the-job  disputes 
and  "quickie  strikes."  West  Coast  longshoremen  have  traditionally  carried 


*  Productivity  in  the  longshoring  industry  defies  precise  and  reliable  measurement, 
but  the  employers  attempted  to  arrive  at  statistical  comparisons  in  several  surveys. 
U.S.  National  War  Labor  Board,  Termination  Report  .  .  .  ,  vol.  26,  pp.  534- 
566.  And,  as  Kerr  and  Fisher  have  noted  (see  preceding  note),  "The  pace  of  work  in 
San  Francisco  prior  to  1934  was  reputed  to  be  as  fast  as  in  any  port  in  the  world." 
The  coming  of  unionism  had  undoubtedly  affected  productivity. 
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well-thumbed  copies  of  the  contract,  always  prepared  to  cite  section 
and  clause  when  they  felt  they  were  being  ordered  to  do  something 
"illegal."  Summoned  to  the  ship  when  the  foreman  stood  his  ground,  the 
business  agent  invariably  supported  the  men,  and  a  work  stoppage  ensued. 
Under  the  "hip  pocket"  clause,  the  parties  agreed  that  work  would  con- 
tinue during  such  disputes  while  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  in 
the  port  interpreted  the  contract. 

As  an  employer  representative  in  Seattle  described  the  new  relation- 
ship, "The  point  seems  to  have  been  reached  where  both  parties  are  mak- 
ing an  effort  to  understand  each  other's  problems."  The  new  sense  of 
cooperation  has  been  reflected  at  all  levels  of  contact,  not  just  at  the  top. 
The  writer  expected  to  witness  an  example  of  "job  action"  when  touring 
the  waterfront  with  the  business  agent  of  Local  19  in  1951.  The  business 
agent  noticed  that  the  gangplank  of  a  ship  discharging  cargo  lacked  a 
safety  net — no  small  matter  in  longshoring.*  He  reminded  a  ship's  officer 
standing  near-by  of  the  ship's  responsibility  to  put  down  a  net,  and  when 
the  officer  said  he  was  busy  and  would  look  after  it  in  a  minute,  the  business 
agent  said,  "OK,  be  sure  you  do,"  and  walked  away. 

Since  the  advent  of  the  "new  look,"  the  parties  have  had  to  resort  to 
arbitration  far  less  often  than  during  the  hostile  era,f  and  "quickie 
strikes"  have  been  almost  completely  eliminated.  The  success  of  the 
parties  in  avoiding  work  stoppages  is  shown  in  the  following  comparisons: 

1946-1948  1949-1951 

Number  of  strikes      ....  15  3 

Workers  involved      ....      115,000  6,600 
Duration  of  strikes  (in  days)    .             259  9 

Man-day  losses 4,200,000  30,000$ 


*  In  a  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  meeting  a  few  days  earlier,  an  accident 
was  discussed  which  occurred  when  longshoremen  jumped  from  the  dock  to  a  ship 
a  few  feet  from  the  pier  without  a  safety  net.  One  man  had  been  badly  injured  when 
he  slipped  and  fell  between  the  ship  and  the  dock.  An  employer  member  of  the 
committee  asked,  "What  the  hell's  the  matter  with  those  men?  Won't  they  ever  learn 
safety?"  An  old-timer  on  the  union  side  of  the  table  responded,  "Do  you  remember 
how  many  beefs  we've  had  over  waiting  on  the  dock  until  a  net  was  put  down?" 

t  Kerr  and  Fisher  report  that  there  were  250  arbitrations  between  1934  and  1948. 
The  first  coast  arbitrator  was  Judge  M.  C.  Sloss,  who  served  from  1934  to  1936. 
During  the  troubled  period  after  the  1936  strike,  no  arbitrator  was  appointed  until 
Wayne  Morse,  then  dean  of  the  University  of  Oregon  Law  School,  was  chosen  in 
October,  1938.  He  served  until  arbitration  machinery  was  suspended  during  the  war 
while  the  Pacific  Coast  Maritime  Industry  Board  and  the  War  Labor  Board  were 
functioning.  Stuart  Daggett  served  in  1945,  Harry  Rathbun  in  1946,  Clark  Kerr  in 
1947,  and  Arthur  Miller  in  1948.  Sam  Kagel  has  served  from  1948  to  the  present 
time.  During  the  first  three  years  of  the  "new  look"  in  Seattle,  Washington  Area  Arbi- 
trator David  M.  Roderick  had  only  seven  proceedings. 

$  Pacific  Maritime  Association,  Strikes  and  Work  Stoppages.  These  figures  cover 

(Note  continued  on  following  page.) 
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An  incident  which  before  the  "new  look"  would  surely  have  destroyed 
the  favorable  comparison  in  these  work-stoppage  figures  occurred  in 
September,  1949.  Since  the  previous  May,  the  ILWU  Honolulu  local  had 
been  on  strike,  primarily  against  the  Matson  Navigation  Company.  Since 
Matson  is  responsible  for  roughly  20  per  cent  of  longshore  work  in  San 
Francisco,  and  is  a  member  of  the  Pacific  Maritime  Association,  it  was 
feared  that  the  Hawaiian  strike  would  spread  to  the  mainland,  but  employ- 
ers assured  the  public  that  Matson  had  made  no  demands  on  the  PMA 
which  might  involve  the  West  Coast  in  the  strike.  In  Seattle,  PMA  officials 
expressed  optimism,  "We  are  confident  that  all  the  unions  and  all  the  em- 
ployers will  make  every  effort  to  preserve  the  record  established  to  date."79 

Matson  kept  its  word  to  the  coast  shippers,  but  repercussions  of  the 
Hawaiian  strike  nevertheless  reached  Seattle  in  September,  when  a  Ha- 
waiian Pineapple  Company  barge  was  loaded  by  strikebreakers  in  Hawaii 
and  towed  to  Seattle,  stacked  high  with  cartons  of  canned  pineapple.  Fred 
Kamahoahoa,  a  member  of  the  Honolulu  local,  arrived  by  plane  one  jump 
ahead  of  the  barge,  prepared  to  picket  any  dock  where  the  barge  might 
attempt  to  unload.*  Given  the  cold  shoulder  by  Seattle  employers,  who 
even  refused  to  sell  fuel  to  its  tug,  the  barge  remained  in  Elliott  Bay — 
Seattle's  open  harbor — for  a  few  days,  then  moved  forlornly  on  to  Tacoma 
where  ILA  longshoremen  refused  to  unload  the  cargo. 

Moving  out  to  sea,  the  barge  proceeded  southward,  turned  into  the 
mouth  of  the  Columbia  River,  heading  toward  Portland.  But  the  "longest 
picket  line  in  the  world"  beat  the  barge  into  port  and  the  pineapple  moved 
on  again,  this  time  up-river,  through  the  locks  at  Bonneville  Dam,  coming 
to  rest  finally  at  the  small,  nonunion  river  port  at  The  Dalles,  Oregon. 
Here,  on  September  28,  AFL  Teamsters  were  found  who  were  willing 
to  unload  "hot"  pineapple. f 

not  just  the  longshoremen,  but  all  West  Coast  maritime  workers.  The  main  causes 
of  the  time  lost  in  the  "new  look"  period  were  a  brief  dispute  which  involved  the 
ILWU  in  a  jurisdictional  battle  among  Alaska  fish  cannery  workers;  a  dispute 
between  the  SUP  and  Marine  Engineers;  and  between  the  SUP  and  the  ILWU  over 
steam-schooner  work. 

*  Depicted  in  West  Coast  newspapers  as  "the  longest  picket  line  in  the  world," 
the  aloha-shirted  Hawaiian  longshoreman  was  a  publicity  bonanza  for  the  ILWU. 
Wherever  Kamahoahoa  went,  his  picture  appeared  in  the  newspapers  with  an  accom- 
panying story  of  the  125-day  strike  in  Hawaii,  including  the  fact  that  the  barge  was 
operated  by  a  nonunion  crew. 

t  Longshoremen  from  the  Portland  local  were  on  hand  in  force  to  prevent  unload- 
ing and,  when  the  teamsters  tried  to  drive  through  their  ranks,  a  fight  broke  out. 
Twenty-two  ILWU  members  were  arrested  for  rioting  and,  in  July,  1951,  the  Ha- 
waiian Pineapple  Company  was  awarded  damages  of  $201,000  against  the  ILWU, 
and  two  truck  drivers  who  were  injured  in  the  fracas,  $77,000.  Dispatcher,  Aug.  31, 
1951.  Since  the  union's  financial  affairs  are  conducted  on  a  "pay  as  you  go"  basis — 
unlike  many  unions,  the  ILWU  does  not  maintain  large  cash  reserves — the  damages 
awarded  the  Hawaiian  Pineapple  Company  have  not  been  collected.  The  two  truck 
drivers  settled  with  the  union  out  of  court. 
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The  pineapple-barge  incident,  while  not  without  musical-comedy  over- 
tones, was  a  grim  and  impressive  demonstration  of  the  significance  of  the 
"new  look."  Where,  in  the  past,  local  strikes  had  often  spread  up  and  down 
the  coast,  and  where  the  employers — as  well  as  the  union — had  adopted 
the  philosophy  "an  injury  to  one  is  an  injury  to  all,"  keeping  an  ILWU 
strike  which  lasted  more  than  five  months  localized  in  Hawaii  was  a  tribute 
to  the  firm  determination  of  the  parties  to  keep  the  peace  in  Pacific  Coast 
ports. 

A  new  and  potentially  serious  threat  to  the  "new  look"  was  posed  in 
the  middle  of  1950,  when  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board  handed 
down  its  award  on  the  unfair  labor  practice  charges  filed  by  WEA  officials 
against  the  ILWU  during  the  heat  of  the  1948  strike.  Shortly  after  the 
strike  ended,  the  employers  had  joined  the  ILWU  in  requesting  that  the 
charges  be  dropped.  The  employers  had  pointed  out  to  the  board: 

It  would  be  extremely  unfortunate  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
industry  and  the  public  if  the  present  harmonious  employer- 
union  relationships  were  to  be  upset  by  an  order  of  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board  requiring  a  change  in  hiring  practices.80 

Nevertheless,  Robert  Denham,  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board's 
general  counsel,  declined  to  concur  in  the  request.  The  board  accordingly 
heard  the  original  charges :  that  the  ILWU  had  violated  section  8b  ( 3 )  by 
refusing  to  bargain  until  the  other  maritime  unions  reached  settlements, 
and  by  refusing  to  bargain  for  a  new  hiring-hall  arrangement;  and  that 
section  8b  (2)  had  been  violated  by  the  union's  insistence  on  retaining  a 
union-elected  dispatcher.  Denham  had  added  a  further  charge  that  section 
8b  (2)  had  been  breached  when  the  ILWU  struck  to  maintain  the  prefen- 
tial  hiring  clause  in  the  contract,  and  this  point  was  also  considered  by 
the  board. 

The  board  ruled  in  July,  1950,  that  the  clause  in  the  agreement  negoti- 
ated after  the  strike  giving  preference  of  employment  to  union  members 
clearly  violated  section  8b  (2)  and  ordered  the  parties  to  cease  giving 
effect  to  that  clause.  The  other  charges  were  dismissed  on  the  reasoning 
that  the  union's  strike  action  had  not  violated  either  section  8b  (2)  or 
section  8b  (3),  because  the  strike  had  not  been  called  over  any  issues 
prohibited  by  the  act.  From  the  evidence  presented  on  the  history  of 
negotiations  before  the  strike,  the  board  concluded  that  the  employers 
had  offered  to  continue  the  preferential  hiring  provision,  subject  to  a  saving 
clause  providing  that  "in  the  event  of  a  legally  binding  decision  of  any 
court  on  this  issue,  the  whole  subject  shall  be  subject  to  re-negotiation," 
and  that  the  union's  acceptance  of  this  offer — before  the  strike — made 

133 


"the  subsequent  conflict  between  the  parties  not  related  to  the  hiring  pro- 
visions, but  to  the  [union's]  economic  demands."81 

The  parties  decided  not  to  act  immediately  on  the  board's  order  to 
change  the  wording  of  the  preferential  hiring  clause — a  decision  which 
was  going  to  cost  them  some  money  a  few  years  later — but  when  a  new 
agreement  was  drafted  the  following  year  the  language  of  the  offending 
clause  was  changed  to  read: 

Preference  of  employment  and  dispatching  shall  be  given  to 
registered  longshoremen  who  were  registered  and  available  for 
employment  in  any  one  of  the  occupations  covered  by  Section  1 
of  this  agreement  as  of  June  1,  1951,  including  registered  long- 
shoremen absent  from  the  industry  or  inactive  because  of  leaves 
of  absence  granted  by  the  Labor  Relations  Committee  or  be- 
cause of  illness  or  other  reasons  certified  to  by  the  Labor  Rela- 
tions Committee. 

Thus,  despite  a  law  which  to  many  observers  spelled  the  doom  of  the 
hiring  hall,  in  the  atmosphere  of  the  "new  look"  the  parties  were  able  to 
preserve  their  hiring  system  virtually  unchanged. 

Another  incident  occurred  in  1950  which,  at  the  time,  appeared  to 
jeopardize  the  newly  developed  cooperation  between  the  parties.  This 
was  the  CIO's  expulsion  of  the  ILWU  in  August  on  the  charge  that 

.  .  .  the  policies  and  activities  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's and  Warehousemen's  Union  (ILWU)  are  consis- 
tently directed  toward  the  achievement  of  the  policies  of  the 
Communist  Party  rather  than  the  objectives  set  forth  in  the 
constitution  of  the  CIO.88 

Some  observers  thought  that  after  the  ILWU  was  expelled,  the  CIO  would 
establish  a  dual  longshoremen's  union — as  it  has  in  the  electrical  industry, 
for  example — and  that  the  ILWU  would  be  torn  by  factionalism,  with 
the  Pacific  Coast  waterfront  returning  to  the  jurisdictional  battles  of  the 
1930's.*  Factionalism  did  not  develop,  although  there  always  have  been 
"right"  and  "left"  wings  in  the  union.  The  CIO  did  make  an  attempt  to 
establish  a  dual  union  and  sent  organizers  to  San  Francisco  in  1951,  but 
when  they  were  rebuffed  by  ILWU  members  the  CIO  abandoned  the 
campaign.  To  anyone  familiar  with  West  Coast  longshore  history,  the 
failure  of  the  CIO's  attempt  to  "raid"  the  ILWU  came  as  no  surprise,  and 
the  relationship  between  the  union  and  the  employers  remained  un- 
disturbed. 


*  Indeed,  one  labor  newsletter  told  its  readers  "the  majority  of  Bridges'  mem- 
bership is  now  supposed  to  be  in  revolt  against  him  .  .  .  He's  through."  John 
Herling's  Labor  Letter  (Washington),  July  29,  1950. 
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The  political  complexion  of  the  ILWU  was  given  attention  by  the  fed- 
eral government,  as  well  as  by  the  CIO,  in  1950.  That  was  the  year  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  began  its  program  of  screening  "security  risks"  from 
the  maritime  industry.  Because  of  its  reputation  as  a  "left-wing"  union, 
the  ILWU  was  excluded  from  the  list  of  maritime  unions  invited  to  attend 
the  meetings  in  Washington,  D.C.,  where  the  screening  program  was 
formulated  and  plans  laid  for  implementing  it.  However,  presidents  of 
three  ILWU  locals  considered  to  be  in  the  "right  wing"  of  the  union  were 
invited  individually  and  shared  in  the  deliberations.  One  of  them  was 
J.  A.  Hopkins,  president  of  Local  19,  who  signed  the  agreement  setting  up 
the  program;  the  others  were  from  Longshore  Local  10  and  Ships'  Clerks 
Local  34.  (Both  locals  are  in  San  Francisco.) 

After  the  screening  program  was  announced,  ILWU  delegates  from  all  ' 
locals  met  several  times  to  discuss  it.  When  strong  differences  in  opinion 
developed  as  to  whether  or  not  the  union  should  cooperate  with  the  Coast 
Guard  in  administering  the  program,  the  membership  was  polled  in  a 
coast-wide  ballot.  The  vote  was  6,750  to  1,935  (an  unusually  light  vote) 
to  cooperate  with  the  program.83  Two  members  of  Local  19  subsequently 
served  on  the  Seattle  local  board  which  processed  appeals  of  persons 
denied  security  cards,*  but  the  ILWU  was  denied  representation  on  the 
national  appeal  board  in  Washington,  D.C. 

While  cooperating  with  the  program,  the  ILWU  urged  the  Coast  Guard 
to  improve  the  procedures  used  in  the  screening  process.  The  union  par- 
ticularly requested  the  Coast  Guard  to  furnish  the  appellant  with  specific 
written  charges  against  him  and  to  give  him  the  right  to  confront  and 
cross-examine  his  accusers.!  The  union  further  demanded  court  review 
when  a  man  was  denied  a  card.  They  also  set  up  a  committee  to  assist 
members  denied  cards  in  processing  their  appeals  before  both  the  local 
and  national  boards. 

By  the  summer  of  1951,  most  Seattle  longshoremen's  applications 
had  apparently  been  processed,  although  Coast  Guard  officials  consider 
the  number  of  men  granted  security  cards,  as  well  as  the  number  denied 
them,  to  be  "classified  information."84  The  effect  of  the  screening  program 
showed  up  in  the  notation  No  CG  Pass  written  alongside  the  names  of 


*  ILWU  representatives  were  William  Laing,  chief  dispatcher,  and  J.  A.  Hopkins, 
who  was  reflected  president  of  Local  19  in  1951,  and  business  agent  in  1952.  The 
PMA  delegate  was  J.  E.  Ritchie.  Public  members  were  Rev.  Jerome  Toner  of  St. 
Martin's  College,  and  Professor  Joseph  Kane  of  Seattle  University  (both  are  Cath- 
olic schools). 

fin  June,  1952,  a  Seattle  federal  judge  ruled  that  maritime  workers  screened  off 
the  waterfront  must  be  specifically  informed  of  the  charges  against  them  before  an 
adverse  finding  was  made.  This  decision  was  upheld  by  the  9th  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  in  September,  1953. 
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about  a  score  of  men  on  the  dispatching  board  in  the  hiring  hall.  Some 
names  on  the  board  also  carried  the  notation  No  Navy  Pass,  indicating 
that  those  men  had  been  refused  passes  required  to  work  at  the  Navy  instal- 
lation (Piers  90  and  91).  In  the  summer  of  1949,  the  Navy  had  reproc- 
essed the  records  of  all  Seattle  longshoremen,  refusing  to  issue  passes  to 
52  men  "for  security  reasons."  The  Navy  public-relations  officer  had 
issued  a  press  release  stating  that  the  men  had  been  rejected  for  various 
reasons,  but  that  "none  were  denied  passes  because  of  communistic  con- 
nection."85 This  inscrutable  comment  was  the  only  explanation  the  Navy 
was  willing  to  make  in  response  to  requests  from  both  the  ILWU  and 
Seattle  employers  who  asked  for  clarification  or  for  a  hearing.* 

The  screening  program  added  one  more  complication  to  the  job  of  the 
dispatchers.  When  a  dispatcher  is  sending  out  a  gang  to  fill  employers' 
orders  and  finds  it  necessary  to  abandon  strict  rotation  by  skipping  over 
a  man's  name  because  that  gang  will  go  to  a  restricted  pier,  he  must  dis- 
patch the  man  hi  the  first  gang  going  to  a  commercial  pier.  In  June,  1951, 
union  members  of  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  called  the  employ- 
ers' attention  to  the  fact  that  some  men  had  been  rejected  for  work  in 
unrestricted  areas  because  they  did  not  have  security  cards.  They  requested 
the  employers'  concurrence  in  the  following  agreement: 

Until  such  time  as  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  or  other  Govern- 
mental Agency  restricts  either  the  entire  waterfront  or  certain 
areas  on  the  waterfront,  the  Union  and  the  Employers  agree 
that  longshoremen  shall  be  dispatched  to  commercial  cargo 
operations  without  prejudice. 

The  employers  argued  that  such  an  agreement  was  unnecessary  since 
the  clause  in  the  master  contract  giving  preference  in  employment  to 
registered  men  already  assured  these  men  adequate  protection.  The  pro- 
posal was  left  in  abeyance  when  the  employers  gave  assurance  that  they 
would  not  discriminate  against  men  without  cards  on  commercial  piers.86 
Although  the  screening  program  had  an  incalculable  impact  on  the  indi- 
vidual longshoremen  who  were  denied  cards,  and  has  complicated  the 
dispatching  system,  it  did  not  disturb  the  working  arrangements  between 
the  employers  and  the  union.  No  insuperable  problems  have  arisen,  be- 
cause the  Coast  Guard  has  not  declared  the  entire  port  a  restricted  area 
and  there  has  been  enough  commercial  cargo  to  provide  all  longshoremen 
with  regular  work.  The  implications  of  such  a  program  for  the  ILWU,  a 


*  Officers  of  Local  19  told  me  that  some  of  these  52  men  eventually  received  Navy 
passes,  and  that  others  had  their  initially  granted  passes  later  revoked.  Some  men 
received  Navy  passes  but  not  Coast  Guard  cards;  while  others  were  cleared  by  the 
Coast  Guard  but  not  the  Navy. 

136 


union  with  a  reputation  for  militancy  and  radicalism,  are  uncertain. 
Although  over  6,500  ILWU  members  demonstrated  by  their  referendum 
votes  that  they  approved  of  the  screening  program  and  presumably  saw 
in  it  no  threat  to  their  union,  almost  2,000  other  union  members  opposed 
the  program,  presumably  sharing  the  views  of  Harry  Bridges  and  some 
other  ILWU  officials  that 

...  far  from  being  a  "security"  program  it  is  a  blacklisting 
program.  In  other  words,  the  ILWU  is  convinced  that  measures 
promulgated  in  the  name  of  "national  security"  are,  in  effect, 
intended  to  smash  not  only  this  organization  but  any  and  all 
trade  unions  which  fail  to  accept  and  carry  out  the  present  gov- 
ernment's policy,  whether  foreign  or  domestic.87 

Without  any  of  the  traditional  preparations  for  siege  which  had  char- 
acterized so  many  earlier  negotiations,  the  employers  and  the  union  nego- 
tiated the  1951-1953  agreement  containing  the  new  preference-of-em- 
ployment  clause  required  by  the  Taft-Hartley  Act,  a  5-cent  wage  increase, 
and  a  pension  plan  wholly  supported  by  employer  contributions  which 
provided  payments  of  $100  a  month — in  addition  to  Social  Security 
benefits — to  all  longshoremen  aged  67  who  had  worked  in  the  industry 
25  years.  Payments  to  the  older  men  could  not  begin  immediately  because 
it  took  the  National  Wage  Stabilization  Board  nine  months  to  decide 
whether  or  not  industry  pensions  were  inflationary,  but  by  1953  more  than 
1,500  West  Coast  longshoremen  had  retired  on  their  pension  benefits.* 

The  1951  negotiations  also  reflected  the  desire  of  the  parties  to  remove 
the  last  vestige  of  their  earlier  need  for  calling  on  the  government  to  com- 
promise their  differences.  The  old  agreement  still  provided  that  the  secre- 
tary of  labor  select  arbitrators  when  the  parties  could  not  agree  on  a  choice. 
During  negotiations,  the  ILWU  proposed  that  this  responsibility  be  given 
to  E.  D.  Conklin,  the  stenotypist  who  had  recorded  almost  all  bargaining 
sessions  and  arbitrations  of  the  industry.  At  first,  the  employers  were 
startled  by  the  suggestion  but,  upon  reflection,  they  agreed  because  they 
realized  that  Conklin  understood  the  bargaining  relationship  far  more 
intimately  than  any  other  "outsider." 

One  protracted  work  stoppage  occurred  on  the  Seattle  waterfront  dur- 


*  In  Seattle,  the  first  beneficiaries  of  the  plan  were 
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ing  the  life  of  the  new  agreement,  but  on  that  occasion  the  longshoremen 
were  innocent  bystanders.  They  were  prevented  from  working  by  a  dispute 
among  the  AFL  foremen  in  the  port,  a  dispute  directly  attributable  to  a 
man  whose  name  had  virtually  disappeared  from  West  Coast  longshoring 
fifteen  years  earlier — Joseph  P.  Ryan.  When  the  sensational  public  hear- 
ings of  the  New  York  State  Crime  Commission  disclosed  the  extent  of 
corruption  in  the  ILA,  90  of  the  110  members  of  the  Seattle  ILA  foreman's 
local  disaffiliated,  saying,  "We  refuse  to  pay  any  more  dues  to  a  gangster- 
dominated  outfit."  They  immediately  formed  an  independent  union,  the 
Ship  and  Dock  Foremen's  Union  of  Washington,  and  set  up  a  hiring  hall 
from  which  waterfront  employers  hired  them  for  work.  The  few  "loyal" 
ILA  foremen,  aided  by  the  SUP,  kept  the  port  tied  up  for  a  month  in  an 
unsuccessful  attempt  to  force  the  independents  back  into  the  ILA  or  pre- 
vent them  from  working.  When  the  picketing  was  enjoined  on  December 
10,  the  foremen  resumed  their  duties  and  the  longshoremen  were  able  to 
get  back  to  work. 

Despite  numerous  threats  to  its  existence,  the  "new  look"  has  survived 
on  the  Pacific  Coast  for  more  than  six  years,  and  there  are  many  indications 
that  it  will  continue.  In  other  industries,  the  typical  experience  has  been 
that  once  the  principle  of  cooperation  in  collective  bargaining  has  been 
accepted  by  the  parties,  a  spirit  of  mutual  respect  and  willingness  to  accept 
joint  responsibility  has  reinforced  itself.88  In  West  Coast  longshoring,  the 
bargaining  relationship  until  1948  was  a  continuing  struggle  over  exclu- 
sive control  of  the  hiring  system,  but  once  the  parties  reconciled  them- 
selves fully  to  joint  participation  they  committed  themselves  to  working 
closely  together  on  a  day-to-day  basis — a  commitment  which  should 
cement  their  cooperative  relationship  firmly  with  the  passage  of  time. 
What  is  the  West  Coast  hiring  system,  and  why  is  control  of  it  so  crucial 
as  to  produce  fourteen  years  of  almost  unremitting  warfare? 


138 


The  Hiring  Hall 


The  hiring  hall  is  the  ILWU.—ILWU  pamphlet.1 


Three  aspects  of  the  hiring  hall  particularly  strike  the  observer — the 
rational  solution  it  provides  to  the  complex  problems  of  a  casual-labor 
market,  the  foolproof  system  which  has  been  devised  to  prevent  abuses 
in  the  dispatching  process,  and,  most  important,  the  power  vested  in  the 
hands  of  whoever  runs  the  hall.2 


f         JOB   BOARD  FOR 
f    REGULAR  $  MAKE-UP  6AN6S  TRUCKER    BOARD 


UNION     STREET 

Fig.  2.   Floor  Plan  of  the  Seattle  Hiring  Hall 
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The  hiring  hall,  in  the  center  of  Seattle  harborjis  primarily  a  dispatching 
center,  but  the  large  room  shown  in  the  sketch  of  the  floor  plan  in  figure  2 
serves  not  only  as  an  assembly  area  during  dispatching  periods,  but  as  a 
recreation  center  for  the  men  during  the  day,  and  as  the  hall  for  union 
meetings.  Union  officials  have  their  offices  on  the  second  and  third  floors 
and  are  easily  available  to  the  members  when  the  men  come  in  to  get  their 
work  assignments.  The  building  is  also  provided  with  well-equipped  club 
rooms  for  retired  longshoremen.  Reflecting  the  in-group  attitude  of  the 
longshoremen,  the  coffee  shop  shown  in  the  sketch  is  operated  by  a  retired 
longshoreman  and  his  wife,  and  janitor  service  in  the  hall  is  provided  by 
two  ILWU  members  elected  annually  by  the  local.  The  office  next  to  the 
coffee  shop  is  occupied  by  the  chief  clerk  of  the  hiring  hall,  an  ILWU 
member  selected  by  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  to  keep  records 
on  the  dispatching  system.  The  dispatching  office  is  staffed  by  five  dis- 


Fig.  3.  The  Peg  Board 
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patchers  elected  from  among  the  membership  of  Local  19  for  one-year 
terms. 

The  Peg  Board 

Perhaps  the  best  way  to  understand  the  mechanics  of  the  hall  is  to  see, 
first,  how  the  men  are  classified  according  to  their  skills  and  abilities,  and 
then  how  the  dispatchers  assign  them  to  jobs.  The  peg  board  shown  in 
figure  3  separates  the  dispatching  office  from  the  main  room.  Except  for 
a  few  minor  differences,  the  side  facing  the  main  room  is  identical  with 
the  side  shown  in  the  sketch.  The  names  of  the  longshoremen  are  listed 
on  both  sides  of  the  board,  and  alongside  each  man's  name  is  a  hole  in 
which  he  places  a  small  peg  if  he  is  hi  the  hall  and  wants  to  be  dispatched. 
The  pegs,  which  are  about  the  size  of  a  lead  pencil  about  two  inches  long, 
are  in  a  trough  at  the  base  of  the  peg  board.  When  a  man  "pegs  hi,"  the 
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IT-LI  mil.  emi. 


•i     ! 


in  the  Seattle  Hiring  Hall 
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peg  shows  both  in  the  main  room  and  inside  the  dispatching  office. 

The  titles  which  appear  along  the  top  of  the  peg  board  show  the  break- 
down of  the  labor  force  according  to  skill,  experience,  and  personal  quali- 
fications of  the  men.  The  classifications  reflect  the  ability  of  the  system  to 
protect  the  jobs  of  older  and  injured  men,  and  the  willingness  of  both  the 
employers  and  the  union  to  "take  care  of  their  own." 

Extra  Stevedore  Board. — Most  longshoremen  are  listed  in  this  classi- 
fication. These  are  the  hold  men — the  least  skilled  of  those  who  work  on 
the  ships. 

Single  Winch. — These  men — all  old-timers — confine  themselves  to  the 
relatively  easy  (in  the  physical  sense)  job  of  operating  the  winches  on 
those  older  ships  equipped  with  two  single  winches  on  either  side  of  the 
hatch.  (Newer  ships  are  equipped  with  double  winches  set  close  enough 
together  to  be  operated  by  one  man. ) 

Little  Sling. — On  this  list  are  men  who  have  been  temporarily  injured 
and  who  are  dispatched  to  the  easier  jobs  of  handling  the  ship's  slings 
while  recuperating.  Men  are  put  on  this  list  by  the  executive  board  of 
Local  19,  usually  for  60  to  90  days. 

Sling  Board  (Old  Man's  List). — These  are  men  who  are  too  old  for 
most  jobs  or  men  who  have  been  permanently  injured.  Sling  jobs,  involv- 
ing lighter  work,  are  reserved  for  them. 

Deck  List. — These  are  the  skilled  men — the  winch  drivers  and  hatch 
tenders.  They  are  the  gang  bosses  of  make-up  gangs,  and  are  comparable 
to  leadmen  in  industry. 

Little  Bull. — These  men  work  in  pier  warehouses  and  docks,  rather 
than  on  the  ships.  Men  on  the  Little  Bull  list,  like  those  on  the  Sling  and 
Little  Sling  lists,  are  the  older  men  and  those  who  have  been  temporarily 
or  permanently  injured.  They  are  dispatched  to  the  easiest  jobs  using 
mechanical  equipment. 

Bull  Board. — These  are  the  skilled  dockworkers — the  men  who  operate 
the  motor  vehicles  used  on  the  dock  and  in  the  warehouse,  such  as  "push 
bulls,"  heavy  vehicles  equipped  with  a  special  bumper  used  to  push  rail- 
road cars  into  position;  jitneys  which  pull  a  string  of  small  trucks;  and  fork 
lift  trucks  used  to  pick  up  and  stack  cargo  loaded  on  skid  boards  in  the 
warehouse  and  on  the  dock.  In  addition  to  the  men  who  "work  off  the 
Bull  Board,"  some  men  listed  on  the  Extra  Stevedore  Board  are  qualified 
to  operate  these  vehicles  and  can  be  so  dispatched  in  emergencies. 

Trucker  Board. — Most  dockworkers  are  listed  in  this  classification. 
They  are  comparable  to  the  men  on  the  Extra  Stevedore  Board  but  are,  in 
the  main,  older  men  who  have  chosen  dock  work  (as  against  work  hi  the 
hold)  because  it  is  less  strenuous  and  requires  less  agility. 
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Approximately  1,400  men  were  registered  in  1953  with  the  Joint  Labor 
Relations  Committee  as  regular  longshoremen  and  dockworkers.*  Most 
of  these  men  are  listed  on  the  peg  board,  the  two  largest  groups  being  the 
650  extra  stevedores  and  the  300  truckers.  The  other  major  group  hi  the 
labor  force  consists  of  the  members  of  regular  gangs.  About  250  in  num- 
ber, they  are  not  listed  on  the  peg  board.  The  method  of  dispatching 
regular  gangs  is  described  below. 

The  Dispatching  Process 

In  filling  orders  for  men,  the  dispatchers  are  guided  by  a  set  of  precise, 
detailed  rules  laid  down  in  the  supplementary  agreement  covering  dis- 
patching procedures  in  the  port.  When  employers  need  men,  they  tele- 
phone the  hiring  hall,  giving  the  number  of  gangs  and  extra  men  required, 
the  name  of  the  ship,  the  time  when  the  men  should  report,  and  informa- 
tion about  any  special  characteristics  of  the  cargo,  such  as  commodities 
which  are  dangerous  or  especially  unpleasant  to  handle  and  which  some 
men  might  not  want  to  work  or  which  require  special  clothing.  Orders 
for  regular  day  gangsf  are  placed  with  the  dispatcher  any  time  during  the 
previous  day  up  to  2:30  P.M.;  for  night  gangs,  any  time  during  the  same 
day  up  to  2:30  P.M.  Orders  for  extra  longshoremen  and  dockworkers 
are  placed  any  time  during  the  previous  day  up  to  4  P.M.;  and  for  men 
to  work  at  night  up  to  4  P.M.  the  same  day.  Special  provisions  are  made  for 
dispatching  men  on  weekends  and  as  replacements  for  members  of  regu- 
lar gangs  who  have  not  shown  up  for  work. 

^Although  the  principle  underlying  the  dispatching  process — equaliza- 
tion of  earnings — applies  to  all  registered  longshoremen  and  dockworkers, 
the  methods  of  dispatching  men  in  the  different  classifications  necessarily 
vary.  In  Seattle,  a  standard  longshore  gang  includes  ten  men:  one  hatch 
tender,  who  is  the  gang  boss  and  who  directs  the  work  of  the  which  opera- 
tor; one  winch  driver,  who  alternates  every  working  hour  with  the  hatch 
tender  to  relieve  the  strain  of  operating  the  dangerous  machinery;  six 
hold  men,  who  stow  the  cargo;  and  two  sling  men,  who  manage  the  loading 
and  unloading  of  cargo  on  the  dock.  When  a  gang  is  dispatched  to  a  ship, 
it  continues  to  work  during  its  regular  shift  until  the  loading  or  discharging 
is  completed  or  until  the  gang's  hatch  is  idle  for  a  complete  shift.  Thus, 
gangs  may  work  for  a  week  or  ten  days  on  a  particular  ship. 

*  The  120  walking  bosses,  250  checkers,  and  25  supervisors  and  supercargoes  in 
the  port  are  not  considered  in  this  description  because  they  are  not  dispatched 
through  this  hiring  hall. 

t  The  day  shift  begins  at  8  A.M.;  night  work  at  7  P.M.  When  it  is  uncertain  whether 
the  ship  will  be  ready  to  load  or  discharge  cargo  by  8  A.M.  the  following  morning, 
employers  call  for  gangs  to  be  in  the  hall  at  7  A.M.  If  they  are  not  dispatched  by  9: 15, 
they  are  released  and  receive  four  hours  "call-in  pay." 
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To  ensure  that  the  rule  of  strict  rotation  is  observed  in  dispatching  men 
who  "work  off  the  peg  board,"  a  foolproof  system  has  been  devised.  For 
each  list,  there  is  a  "master  peg."  This  is  about  twice  as  long  as  the  men's 
pegs  and  is  painted  a  bright  color  to  distinguish  it  from  theirs.  During  a 
regular  dispatching  period,  the  dispatcher  selects  men  for  make-up  gangs 
following  the  rule  that  the  next  man  on  the  list  is  the  first  man  out.  He 
removes  the  master  peg  from  the  hole  where  it  stopped  in  the  last  dis- 
patching period,  and  moves  it  down  the  list  until  he  comes  to  a  peg  along- 
side the  name  of  the  first  man  who  is  pegged  in.  As  he  inserts  the  master 
peg  hi  the  board,  it  pushes  out  the  man's  peg  which  falls  into  the  trough 
below.  As  the  gangs  are  made  up,  the  master  peg  travels  down  the  lists 
one  after  another,  pushing  out  the  men's  pegs  in  succession.  Jfjthe  .dis- 
patcher violated  the  rotation  policy,  the  men  in  the  hall  could  easily  detect 
it,  because  the  master  peg  would  appear  below  some  pegs  still  in  place 
when  a  man  was  being  dispatched  ahead  of  his  turn. 

Exceptions  to  strict  rotation  are  permitted  only  when  notations  ap- 
pearing after  men's  names  indicate  special  reasons  why  they  cannot  be 
dispatched  to  particular  jobs.  For  example,  the  inscription  "no  wheat" 
after  a  man's  name  indicates  that  he  should  not  be  sent  to  a  job  trimming 
wheat  because  he  is  allergic  to  wheat  dust.  When  the  dispatchers  are 
required  to  pass  over  a  man  for  this  reason,  or  because  he  has  "No  Navy" 
or  "No  CG"  after  his  name,  they  send  him  out  on  the  first  job  where  such 
a  disqualification  is  not  applicable.  On  the  other  hand,  notations  next  to 
some  men's  names  on  the  Extra  Stevedore  Board  indicate  special  skills, 
such  as  ability  to  operate  a  lift  truck.  In  emergencies,  these  men  can  be 
dispatched  ahead  of  their  turn  if  their  special  skills  are  needed. 

The  goldfish-bowl  character  of  this  process  is  an  important  element 
in  the  successful  operation  of  the  system.  Sometimes,  when  a  dispatchei 
passes  over  a  man's  peg  for  some  reason,  the  man  rushes  up  to  the  window 
of  the  dispatching  office  demanding  to  know  why  he  was  passed  over. 
Though  the  dispatcher  is  under  pressure  to  complete  the  dispatching  job 
quickly,  it  behooves  him  as  an  elected  official  to  take  time  out  to  give  a 
satisfactory  explanation  to  the  aggrieved  longshoreman — and  to  the  other 
men  waiting  in  the  hall.  Such  disputes  do  not  occur  often.  The  men  know 
the  order  of  dispatching  being  followed  and  they  can  see  from  the  orders 
listed  on  a  large  blackboard  in  the  dispatching  office  what  job  the  dis- 
patcher is  currently  filling.  Thus  they  can  easily  check  on  the  propriety  of 
any  exceptions  to  strict  rotation.* 


*  The  major  cause  of  such  misunderstandings  is  the  screening  program.  When  the 
Coast  Guard  declares  a  pier  a"restricted  area,"  the  dispatchers  are  immediately  noti- 
fied, but  sometimes  the  men  learn  of  the  Coast  Guard's  action  only  when  they  are 
passed  over  in  the  dispatch  because  they  have  no  pass. 
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In  making  up  gangs,  dispatchers  first  select  two  men  from  the  deck  list. 
The  first  man  picked  is  designated  as  the  hatch  tender — as  long  as  the 
gang  works  together,  this  automatically  makes  him  the  gang  boss — and 
the  second  man  as  the  winch  driver.  To  ships  equipped  with  single  winches, 
dispatchers  send  an  additional  which  driver  from  the  Single  Winch  list. 
(Only  five  men  are  on  this  list — an  indication  of  the  decreasing  number 
of  such  ships  still  in  use. )  Two  men  are  then  picked  from  the  Sling  Board, 
or  Old  Man's  List.  Finally,  the  six  men  who  will  work  in  the  hold  are 
picked  from  the  Extra  Stevedore  Board.  The  dispatcher  calls  the  names  of 
the  men  in  the  gang  over  the  public  address  system  and  gives  the  dispatch- 
ing slip  containing  the  names  to  the  hatch  tender,  who  presents  it  to  the 
walking  boss  when  the  gang  reaches  the  ship. 

Make-up  gangs  are  dispatched  according  to  a  definite  pattern,  so  that 
the  gangs  with  the  greatest  distance  to  go  from  the  hall  to  the  job  will  be 
dispatched  first.  This  pattern  can  be  discerned  by  checking  table  4  against 
the  map  in  figure  4.  Gangs  for  special  work,  such  as  coal-pouring  gangs, 
bulk-grain  gangs,  and  oil-pumping  gangs,  whose  compositions  are  set 
forth  in  the  dispatching  rules,  are  made  up  and  dispatched  in  the  same 
manner  as  standard  gangs. 

When  the  last  man  has  been  dispatched  in  any  one  period,  the  master 
peg  remains  next  to  his  name,  indicating  that  the  next  man  on  the  list  will 
be  the  first  man  dispatched  in  the  next  period.  Sometimes  it  becomes  neces- 
sary to  send  replacements  from  the  hall  between  regular  dispatching 
periods.  When  this  is  done,  the  master  peg  does  not  move  from  where  it 
stopped  at  the  end  of  the  last  period.  Consequently,  the  men  do  not  have 
to  remain  in  the  hall  in  order  to  prevent  "losing  their  position"  in  the 
sense  that  the  master  peg  might  travel  past  their  names  between  periods, 
which  would,  in  effect,  put  them  at  the  bottom  of  the  list.  Thus,  a  man 
working  off  the  peg  board  can  learn  when  he  is  likely  to  be  sent  out  by 
coming  to  the  hall  and  checking  the  position  of  the  master  peg  on  the 
board.  Because  there  are  so  many  men  working  off  the  peg  board,  they 
are  requested  not  to  telephone  the  harassed  dispatchers  to  ask  where  the 
peg  stopped. 

Regular  gangs  are  dispatched  on  a  different  and  somewhat  more  com- 
plicated basis.  These  gangs  are  not  "regular"  in  the  sense  that  they  work 
regularly  for  one  employer,  but  are  so  designated  because  they  are  com- 
posed of  men  who  work  together  as  a  team.  When  a  regular  gang  does 
not  have  its  full  complement  of  members,  it  is  filled  by  men  listed  on  the 
peg  board.  They  are  dispatched  according  to  the  principle,  "the  low- 
earnings  gang  goes  out  first,"  rather  than  in  rotation.  A  running  account 
of  each  gang's  earnings  is  kept  by  the  dispatchers  on  the  Gang  Board 
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shown  in  figure  3  on  the  right  wall  of  the  dispatching  office.  When  a  gang 
working  a  ship  are  told  that  their  job  will  finish  that  day,  the  gang  boss 
calls  the  hiring  hall  around  1:30  P.M.  and  reports  the  total  earnings  per 
gang  member  on  the  job  they  are  just  completing.  The  dispatcher  taking 
the  call  adds  this  amount  to  the  gang's  cumulative  earnings  and  records 
the  new  total  alongside  the  gang's  number  on  the  Gang  Board.  To  ensure 
that  members  of  regular  gangs  will  be  as  able  as  the  men  working  off  the 
peg  board  to  keep  the  dispatching  process  under  close  scrutiny,  several 
checks  have  been  provided  to  maintain  the  accuracy  of  the  figures  on  the 
Gang  Board.  When  the  gang  boss  comes  back  to  the  hall,  he  files  a  written 
form  with  the  chief  clerk  on  which  he  reports  the  total  amount  earned  by 
his  gang.  Every  few  days  the  clerk  checks  the  Gang  Board  against  his 
records  and  corrects  any  errors  in  the  totals  which  might  have  been  made 
by  the  dispatchers  on  the  basis  of  the  phone  conversations.  Then  at  the 
end  of  each  four-week  period,  the  clerk  prepares  a  report  on  the  earnings 

TABLE  4 

ORDER  IN  WHICH  GANGS  ARE  DISPATCHED  FROM 
THE  SEATTLE  LONGSHORE  HIRING  HALL 

1.  Everett*  11.  Pier  19  27.  Pier  43 

2.  Point  Wellsb  12.  Pier  90  28.  Pier  44 

3.  Blake  Island'  13.  Pier89  29.  Pier  46 

4.  Stimson  Mill  14.  Pier  88  30.  Pier  48 

(#103onmap)  15.  Pier  24  31.  Pier  50 

5.  Nettleton  Mill 

(#5  on  map)  16.  Pier  25  32.  Pier  51 

6.  Ames  Terminal  17.  Pier  28  33.  Pier  54 

(#6  on  map)  18.  Pier  29  34.  Pier  55 

7.  Lilly  Mill  19.  Pier  30  35.  Pier  56 

(#20  on  map)  2Q    pier35  36    pier5y 

S.  Fisher  Flouring  Co.  21>  pier  36  3?    pier  5gd 

Mill  (#20  on  map) 


38.  Pier  65e 
9.  East  Waterway 

(#23a,  23b,  23c  23.  Pier  38  39.  Pler  66e 

on  map)  24.  Pier  39  40.  Pier  69* 

10.  Ford  Plant  25.  Pier42S  41.  Lining  gangs 

(near  #18  on  map)  26.  Pier  42N 

a  Everett  is  26  miles  north  of  Seattle.  There  is  a  longshore  local  in  that  port,  and  Seattle  gangs 
are  sent  there  only  when  the  demand  is  extraordinary. 

b  Point  Wells  —  an  oil  pumping  station  —  is  14  miles  north  of  Seattle. 

c  Blake  Island  Anchorage,  9  miles  from  the  center  of  the  Seattle  waterfront,  is  a  point  at  which 
dangerous  cargo,  such  as  explosives,  is  loaded.  Men  must  go  by  launch  to  this  anchorage. 

d  The  hiring  hall  is  approximately  abreast  of  Pier  58. 

e  Piers  65,  66,  and  69  are  industrial  piers  and  are  served  out  of  order  because  the  urgency  of 
completing  jobs  is  less  than  for  ships  at  the  other  piers. 

Source:  Chief  dispatcher,  Seattle,  August,  1951. 
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Fig.  4.  The  Port  of  Seattle 
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of  all  gangs,  sends  a  copy  to  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  and 
posts  a  copy  in  the  hiring  hall.  At  any  time,  members  of  regular  gangs 
can  see  at  a  glance  where  their  gang  stands  in  relation  to  the  others,  since 
the  Gang  Board  is  easily  visible  from  the  hall. 

The  actual  job  of  assigning  regular  gangs  is  carried  out  on  a  large  black- 
board, called  the  Order  Board,  shown  hi  figure  5.*  When  employers  call 
in  and  order  gangs,  the  dispatcher  finds  the  gang  with  the  lowest  earnings 
and  then  writes  in  next  to  that  gang's  number  on  the  Order  Board  the  name 
of  the  ship,  the  pier,  and  the  starting  time  for  work.  When  the  port  is 
busy,  a  gang  calling  in  at  1 :30  P.M.  to  report  the  end  of  their  present  job 
will  call  back  at  3:30  P.M.  and  be  assigned  to  another  ship  the  next  day. 
Individual  members  of  regular  gangs,  being  comparatively  few  in  number, 
are  permitted  to  call  in  to  get  the  dispatching  order  of  their  gang  if  they  do 
not  want  to  bother  coming  to  the  hall.  Figure  5  shows  that  when  Gang 
No.  1  calls  in  they  will  be  told  to  report  to  the  SS  Planter  at  Pier  44  at 
8  A.M.  on  Monday.  But  there  are  not  always  enough  jobs  to  keep  all  the 
regular  gangs  busy.  When  members  of  Gang  No.  26  call  in,  the  dispatcher 
will  see  by  glancing  at  the  Order  Board  that  they  have  not  been  assigned 
new  work  and  he  will  tell  them  to  call  in  again  at  3 : 30  P.M.  on  Monday, 
after  new  orders  have  been  placed.  The  versatility  of  the  system  in  keeping 
both  the  dispatchers  and  the  men  informed  about  all  the  special  character- 
istics of  the  various  jobs  is  indicated  in  the  explanatory  notes  on  figure  5. 


*  The  board  is  on  the  back  wall  of  the  dispatching  office,  opposite  the  peg  board. 
Its  location  is  shown  in  figure  2,  and  the  board  is  shown  in  detail  in  figure  5.  The 
Order  Board  is  on  a  slide,  and  can  be  pulled  down  for  the  purpose  of  making  nota- 
tions, and  then  raised  to  a  position  where  it  is  easily  seen  through  the  windows  above 
the  peg  board  by  the  men  in  the  hall. 
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Fig.  5.  The  Order  Board 


After  dispatchers  have  assigned  all  regular  gangs  and  have  made  up 
the  required  number  of  additional  gangs  from  the  peg  board,  they  start 
filling  the  orders  for  men  needed  for  warehouse  work.  Dock  workers  are 
dispatched  in  rotation  from  the  Trucker  Board,  shown  in  figure  3  on  the 
right  of  the  peg  board.  The  jobs  for  which  they  are  needed  are  listed  on 
the  Truckers'  Order  Board  shown  in  figure  6.  Men  dispatched  "to  the 
ship" — who  move  cargo  to  and  from  the  ship's  side — are  called  first. 
These  dock  workers,  like  the  longshoremen,  continue  to  work  the  ship  day 
after  day  until  the  job  is  completed.  Men  dispatched  "to  the  floor" — who 
work  in  the  pier  warehouse — are  assigned  to  the  same  job  for  only  three 
days  in  succession,  turning  over  on  Monday  and  Thursday.  This  is  done 
for  two  reasons:  first,  to  equalize  job  opportunities  for  all  truckers,  and 
second,  to  preclude  the  possibility  of  men  becoming  regularly  attached  to 
a  particular  employer.  The  union  insists  on  this  arrangement  because  of 
its  conviction  that  in  earlier  years  men  had  to  speed  up  to  hold  regular  jobs 
in  particular  warehouses.  Men  working  off  the  Trucker  Board  are  dis- 
patched to  the  docks  and  pier  warehouses  according  to  the  same  pattern 
as  the  make-up  gangs. 

One  of  the  unique  features  of  the  dispatching  system  is  that  when  there 
is  plenty  of  work  to  go  around,  the  men  enjoy  considerable  freedom  to 
choose  their  jobs.  This  can  be  shown  by  describing  how  a  longshoreman 
who  works  off  the  peg  board  goes  about  pegging  in.  He  comes  into  the 
hall  at  7  A.M.  and  looks  up  at  the  Order  Board  to  see  where  make-up  gangs 
are  needed  and  what  the  jobs  are.  Knowing  the  order  in  which  gangs  and 
men  are  dispatched,  he  is  able  to  decide  whether  or  not  he  should  peg  in 
immediately.  Suppose  he  is  in  the  hall  on  Sunday,  August  6  (see  figure  5 ) . 
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He  sees  that  the  first  make-up  gang  will  be  dispatched  to  Pier  25,  and  the 
job  is  trimming  grain.  If  he  particularly  dislikes  this  work,  he  waits  until 
the  master  peg  has  passed  his  name  in  the  dispatch  for  this  order  and  then 
pegs  in.  If  he  hasn't  been  dispatched  when  he  sees  that  the  gang  is  being 
made  up  to  go  to  Pier  29,  where  they  will  have  to  work  with  logs  in  the 
water,  he  can  "pull  his  peg"  until  the  master  peg  is  safely  past,  then  peg  in 
again.  Dispatching  is  completed  quickly  and,  even  if  he  pulls  his  peg  a 
number  of  times,  he  would  not  have  to  remain  in  the  hall  for  more  than 
about  an  hour  hi  order  to  pick  the  job  he  wants  to  work  on  for  the  next 
few  days. 
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Figure  6 

A  dock  worker  who  works  off  the  Trucker  Board  can  choose  among 
jobs  in  the  same  way.  Unloading  bananas,  for  example,  is  heavy,  unpleas- 
ant work,  despite  newly  installed  mechanical  equipment,  and  some  men 
pull  their  pegs  when  truckers  are  being  dispatched  to  the  banana  terminal. 

A  member  of  a  regular  gang  is  less  free  to  choose  jobs.  If  he  decides 
not  to  work  a  particular  assignment,  he  must  notify  the  dispatcher  that  a 
replacement  is  needed  in  his  gang  and  the  replacement  stays  with  the  gang 
until  the  job  is  completed.  When  the  port  is  active,  the  gang  member  could 
be  dispatched  individually  after  all  men  on  the  peg  board,  but  if  work 
were  slack  he  would  probably  have  to  wait  until  his  gang  completed  its 
present  job  and  was  sent  to  a  new  one.  Also,  of  course,  a  gang  member 
who  dodges  disagreeable  jobs  eventually  becomes  unpopular  with  other 
members  of  his  gang. 

In  addition  to  enjoying  a  remarkable  freedom  to  choose  a  job  that  fits 
his  physical  capacities  or  his  personal  preferences,  a  longshoreman  has 
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some  control  over  the  type  of  work  group  to  which  he  belongs.  He  can 
decide,  within  limits,  whether  he  wants  to  attach  himself  to  a  regular 
gang  where  he  would  work  continuously  with  the  same  men,  or  whether 
he  wants  to  work  off  the  peg  board  where  the  gang  will  be  composed  of 
different  men  each  time  he  is  dispatched.  Many  longshoremen  prefer  the 
variety  of  working  with  new  and  different  gang  members  and  the  freedom 
of  not  having  to  report  for  work  every  morning.  On  the  other  hand,  a  long- 
shoreman who  wants  to  be  in  a  regular  gang  has  only  to  find  one  which 
does  not  have  a  full  complement  of  men  and  which  will  accept  him  as  a 
member — not  a  difficult  task.  Also,  if  a  group  of  men  who  are  friends 
want  to  work  regularly  together,  they  can  form  a  new  regular  gang  by 
going  before  the  local's  executive  board  and  requesting  the  new  classifi- 
cation. When  so  authorized,  the  man  chosen  as  the  gang  boss  informs  the 
dispatchers,  who  strike  an  average  between  the  highest  and  lowest  earn- 
ings on  the  Gang  Board  and  assign  that  earnings  position  to  the  new  gang. 

Extra  Men 

Since  the  number  of  men  registered  in  the  hall  is  consciously  kept  down 
to  a  point  where  the  men  are  assured  of  working  regularly,  many  occa- 
sions arise  when  there  are  not  enough  regular  men  to  fill  all  the  employers' 
orders.  Traditionally,  the  parties  have  maintained  a  reserve  to  draw  on 
during  these  peak  periods  by  giving  an  additional  group  of  men  what 
might  be  described  as  "limited  registration,"  thus  assuring  them  of  pri- 
ority in  hiring  after  all  the  registered  men.  Historically,  the  number  of  these 
"permit"  men  fluctuated  as  shipping  activity  picked  up  or  declined.  After 
World  War  II,  the  combination  of  a  sharp  drop  in  shipping  activity  and 
the  influx  of  returning  service  men  who  claimed  their  right  to  return  to 
their  prewar  registered  status  created  a  situation  where  for  the  first  time 
there  was  an  excess  of  registered  men.  After  the  war,  the  number  of 
"permit"  men  gradually  dwindled  away  as  the  men  in  this  group  found 
they  were  not  getting  enough  work  to  justify  staying  in  the  industry.  It 
was  not  until  the  Korean  War  emergency  arose  suddenly  that  a  reserve 
was  again  found  necessary.  Since  the  beginning  of  the  Korean  War,  some 
400  to  600  men  have  been  listed  on  the  Temporary  Labor  Pool  Board 
set  up  in  a  smaller  hall  on  the  second  floor  of  the  building.  They  are  dis- 
patched after  the  registered  men  according  to  the  same  principle  of  rota- 
tion. Whenever  a  pool  man  is  dispatched  to  replace  a  member  of  a  regu- 
lar or  make-up  gang,  he  stays  with  that  gang  until  the  job  is  finished. 
While  pool  men  are  dispatched  either  as  longshoremen  or  dock  workers, 
depending  on  the  need,  some  pool  men  are  qualified  to  operate  winches 
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and  to  function  as  hatch  tenders.  Consequently,  a  few  temporary  gangs 
can  be  made  up  entirely  from  their  board.  The  need  for  the  pool  was  ex- 
pected to  disappear  with  the  cessation  of  hostilities  in  Korea,  so  pool  men 
were  not  given  permanent  registration,  nor  are  they  members  of  the  union. 
To  cover  their  pro  rata  share  of  the  expense  of  maintaining  the  hall,  they 
pay  a  monthly  fee  set  by  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee. 

When  unusually  heavy  demands  for  men  have  exhausted  the  supply  of 
both  the  registered  men  and  the  pool  men,  Seattle  dispatchers  draw  on  a 
number  of  sources  for  casual  workers.  Fishermen  and  other  maritime 
workers,  historically  a  source  of  longshoremen  everywhere,  have  provided 
a  dependable  supply  of  men  who  know  ships  and  rigging  and  who  fit  easily 
into  longshoring.  Three  fishermen's  unions  have  offices  on  the  second  floor 
of  the  building  housing  the  hiring  hall,  and  the  dispatchers  usually  call  there 
first  to  ask  the  locals  to  send  down  any  unemployed  fishermen.  And  when 
some  union  is  on  strike  in  the  area,  the  dispatchers  call  that  union  office 
to  see  if  some  of  the  strikers  would  like  a  day's  work  on  the  waterfront.* 
The  State  Employment  Service  has  a  casual-labor  office  in  Seattle  which 
can  provide  men,  and  Army  personnel  from  nearby  Fort  Lawton  are 
sometimes  dispatched  from  the  hiring  hall  during  their  off-duty  hours. 
If  all  other  sources  are  exhausted,  dispatchers  call  on  a  private  employ- 
ment agency  which  charges  its  clients  50  cents  per  referral.  Casual  workers, 
unlike  men  listed  on  the  Temporary  Labor  Pool  Board,  pay  no  fee  for  the 
services  rendered  them  by  the  hall.  If  a  casual  worker  is  dispatched  as  a 
replacement  for  a  gang  member,  however,  he  has  the  right  to  remain  with 
the  gang  until  the  job  is  finished. 

Occasionally,  there  are  so  many  ships  in  port  that  there  are  not  enough 
gangs  to  go  around  even  though  enough  casual  workers  are  available,  be- 
cause of  the  shortage  of  skilled  men  to  operate  the  winches.  When  this  hap- 
pens, the  employers  call  together  an  allocations  committee,  which  has  the 
job  of  seeing  that  the  available  gangs  are  shared  equitably  among  the  vari- 
ous stevedoring  firms.  The  employers'  association  has  a  staff  member  who 
daily  determines  the  number  of  gangs  needed  for  each  24-hour  period, 
keeps  track  of  which  gangs  are  working  on  which  ship,  and  attempts  to 
forecast  labor  requirements  as  far  ahead  as  possible.  When  he  sees  there 
will  be  a  shortage  which  he  cannot  alleviate  by  telephoning  the  various 


*  The  dispatchers  told  me  that  among  the  best  workers  who  had  been  sent  to  the 
hall  by  other  unions  were  ten  members  of  the  embalmers'  union.  One  employer  made 
the  following  comment  on  this  judgment:  "It  may  well  be,  under  our  present  rate  of 
production,  that  the  ten  members  of  the  embalmers'  union  were  among  the  best 
workers  secured  from  the  outside  because  the  rapidity  of  movement  evidenced  on  the 
ships  might  have  been  somewhat  comparable  to  the  movement  evidenced  by  other 
bodies  they  had  worked  with  in  the  past,  and  so  they  felt  completely  at  home." 
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employers  and  asking  them  to  cut  down  the  size  of  their  orders,*  he  calls 
the  stevedores  who  make  up  the  allocation  committee,  and  they  determine 
the  number  of  gangs  each  employer  shall  have  dispatched  to  him. 

From  this  description  of  the  hiring  hall,  it  is  obvious  that  the  system  is 
primarily  oriented  to  satisfying  the  longshoremen's  desire  to  enjoy  job 
security  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  enjoy  the  widest  latitude  in  choosing  jobs. 
It  is  also  apparent  that  the  influential  role  of  the  union  in  the  operation  of 
the  hall  makes  for  an  unusually  high  degree  of  union  security.  But 
how  well  does  the  hall  serve  the  interests  of  the  other  two  groups  which 
have  a  stake  in  its  operation — the  employers  and  the  community? 


*  Sometimes  certain  employers — particularly  the  stevedoring  firm  at  the  Army's 
port  of  embarkation  pier — are  suspected  of  ordering  more  gangs  than  they  need,  a 
situation  reminiscent  of  the  labor  hoarding  by  shipyards  during  World  War  II. 
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Who  Wants  the  Hiring  Hall? 


An  Injury  to  One  Is  an  Injury  to  All. — Labor  slogan. 


In  Seattle,  the  hiring  hall  is  the  heart  of  the  longshoring  industry.  Because 
of  its  key  position,  the  hall  could  not  survive  if  it  did  not  satisfy  at  least 
the  minimum  needs  of  the  four  groups  who  have  an  interest  hi  the  hiring 
system,  and  the  mere  fact  that  the  present  Seattle  system  has  lasted  for 
twenty  years  seems  to  indicate  that  it  does  meet  these  basic  requirements. 
To  answer  the  question  of  whether  the  hiring  hall  meets  more  than  the 
bare  minimum  requirements  of  a  workable  system,  we  can  use  the  check 
list  of  what  a  hiring  system  is  supposed  to  do  for  each  of  the  four  groups. 

The  Employers 

Where  labor  requirements  fluctuate  as  widely  as  they  do  in  longshoring, 
the  most  important  objection  raised  by  employers  to  regulating  the  supply 
of  labor  arises  from  a  fear  that  an  adequate  labor  force  will  not  be  avail- 
able during  periods  of  peak  activity.  The  first  question  to  consider,  then, 
is  how  the  hiring  hall  system  has  affected  the  supply  of  labor  available 
to  Seattle  employers. 

When,  in  1934,  union  delegates  began  participating  in  meetings  of  the 
Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  and  sharing  in  decisions  on  the  size  of 
the  labor  force,  the  parties  had  the  distinct  advantage  of  being  able  to 
draw  on  the  experience  that  both  employers  and  workers  had  gained 
in  watching  the  operation  of  the  old  employers'  hall  for  more  than  a  decade. 
With  this  experience  to  guide  them  on  the  number  of  regular  men  required, 
and  with  the  depression  bringing  to  the  waterfront  hordes  of  unemployed 
— both  skilled  and  unskilled — who  could  be  hired  as  casual  workers,  it 
is  not  surprising  that  the  record  contains  no  evidence  of  labor  shortages 
before  World  War  II. 
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Even  then,  the  causes  of  the  reported  shortages  were  not  attributable 
to  the  hiring  system,  but  rather  to  the  acute  general  shortage  of  manpower 
which  typified  Northwest  industry  during  the  war.  World  War  II  brought 
great  expansion  in  shipbuilding  and  aircraft  production  to  the  Puget  Sound 
area,  and  men  were  gradually  attracted  away  from  the  waterfront  to  the 
safer  and  easier  jobs  in  war  plants  which  mushroomed  almost  overnight. 
The  long  work  week  in  the  war  plants  further  cut  down  the  number  of  men 
available  on  the  waterfront,  because  war  workers  who  spent  six  or  seven 
days  a  week  on  their  regular  jobs  were  no  longer  interested  in  coming 
down  to  the  hiring  hall  for  a  day's  work  as  a  casual  worker.  Under  these 
unfavorable  conditions,  the  value  of  the  joint  machinery  for  administering 
the  hall  was  clearly  demonstrated  in  the  way  the  parties  cooperated  to 
recruit  enough  longshoremen  to  meet  the  greatly  expanded  needs  of  the 
port.  This  was  accomplished  on  a  coast-wide  basis  through  the  Maritime 
Industry  Board,  and  locally  through  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Commit- 
tee.1 During  the  war  period,  the  committee  was  almost  entirely  engaged 
in  desperate  attempts  of  both  employers  and  the  union  to  secure  more 
men.* 

When  the  war  ended  in  1945,  and  port  activity  shrank  back  to  a  peace- 
time level,  the  wartime  shortages  were  gradually  replaced  by  an  excess 
of  registered  men.  Faced  with  low  earnings,  as  too  few  jobs  were  being 
shared  by  too  many  men,  almost  800  longshoremen  left  the  industry  in 
1946.  During  this  cutback,  Local  19  proposed  that  some  men  who  had 
been  working  in  the  industry  during  the  war,  and  who  had  shown  them- 
selves to  be  good  workers  and  potentially  good  union  members,  be  added 
to  the  registered  list.  The  employers'  response  to  this  proposal  reflects 
their  complete  acceptance  of  the  philosophy  underlying  the  hiring  hall — 
that  the  labor  force  must  be  limited.  They  opposed  the  motion,  pointing 
out  that  returning  service  men  were  already  swelling  the  labor  force: 

...  it  would  be  very  unwise  to  attach  more  men  to  the 
industry  as  this  could  only  result  in  trying  to  spread  the  little 
work  that  there  [is]  among  more  people  and  there  would  be  the 
result  of  unemployment  claims,  dissatisfaction,  etc.* 

The  registration  list  was  left  relatively  unchanged  and  no  shortages 
were  reported  to  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  until  the  summer 


*  The  minutes  for  July  12,  1944,  contain  a  letter  from  the  Maritime  Industry 
Board  defending  themselves  against  criticisms  from  the  Seattle  JLRC  that  they  were 
not  attacking  the  labor  shortage  problem  vigorously  enough.  "The  Army,  the  Navy, 
the  War  Shipping  Administration,  the  Office  of  Defense  Transportation,  the  War 
Manpower  Commission,  the  United  States  Employment  Service,  the  Waterfront 
Employers  Association  and  the  ILWU  are  all  working  on  the  manpower  shortage." 
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of  1950,  when  the  Korean  War  began.  The  immediate  response  of  the 
parties  to  another  war  emergency  again  demonstrated  the  hiring  system's 
ability  to  adjust  the  labor  supply  to  changing  needs.  A  special  meeting 
of  the  committee  was  called  and  the  following  motion  was  passed  with 
the  understanding  that  th?  ::r:ior,  inust  rcier  the  action  to  the  union  mem- 
bcrsh:p  for  final  approval: 

The  Labor  Relations  Committee  shall  immediately  arrange 
for  the  recruiting  of  a  temporary  pool  of  men  in  the  Port  of 
Seattle  in  such  a  number  as  may  be  needed  for  use  during  the 
emergency.  Such  men  shall  not  be  placed  on  the  registered  list 
and  shall  only  be  dispatched  when  men  on  the  registered  list  are 
not  available.  The  temporary  pool  shall  be  terminated  at  the 
request  of  either  the  Union  or  the  Employers.3 

The  union  membership  approved  the  action  at  a  meeting  that  night,  the 
pool  board  was  set  up  the  following  day,  and  soon  after  some  650  new 
men  were  assigned  numbers  for  the  Temporary  Labor  Pool  board.  In 
setting  up  the  pool,  the  parties  agreed  that  the  additional  men  would 
be  recruited  through  recommendations  of  longshoremen  on  the  registered 
list.  This  approach  to  the  recruitment  problem  has  been  explained  by  the 
head  of  the  employers'  association  as  follows: 

It  was  our  thinking  that  had  we  opened  the  door  through 
newspaper  advertisements,  an  approach  to  the  State  Employ- 
ment Service,  or  elsewhere  of  a  public  nature,  we  would 
have  received  literally  thousands  of  applicants  as  it  is  pretty 
generally  known  that  the  longshore  hourly  average  is  somewhere 
in  the  neighborhood  of  $2.50  overall.  We  believed  that  it  would 
have  taken  a  great  deal  of  time  to  screen  the  group  and  as  our 
objective  was  to  immediately  fill  the  needs  of  the  Port  with  rea- 
sonably effective  extra  men,  we  felt  that  we  would  not  be  far 
off  base  in  taking  recommendations  from  the  longshoremen 
themselves.* 

Through  the  addition  of  these  temporary-pool  men,  the  port  was  able 
to  keep  supplies  flowing  steadily  to  the  Korean  battle  front.  The  pool  was 
so  successful  that  no  mention  of  a  labor  shortage  appears  in  the  minutes 
of  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  until  a  year  later,  f 

*  D.  W.  Cornell,  Washington  Area  manager,  PMA,  letter  to  the  writer,  April  18, 
1952.  "Screening"  in  this  instance  refers  to  ensuring  that  the  men  were  physically 
capable  of  performing  longshore  work,  and  were  determined  to  make  themselves 
regularly  available.  In  September,  1950,  at  the  request  of  the  Army,  200  more  men 
were  added. 

t  There  was  one  exception.  One  very  brief  shortage  was  reported  in  September, 
1950,  when  the  dispatchers  were  not  able  to  make  up  enough  gangs,  because  many 
skilled  workers — winch  drivers  and  hatch  tenders — were  working  as  hold  men  at 
the  Army  ammunition  dump  about  20  miles  north  of  Seattle.  Because  of  the  penalty 

(Note  continued  on  following  page.) 
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In  July,  1951,  the  employers  reported  that  they  were  having  to  resort 
to  the  services  of  the  allocations  committee  far  too  often,  and  that  even 
after  a  "fair  sharing"  of  gangs  among  employers,  there  still  appeared  to 
be  a  constant  shortage.  The  cause  of  the  shortage,  they  pointed  out,  was 
that  many  registered  longshoremen  were  not  making  themselves  available 
regularly.  Payroll  records  covering  the  first  quarter  of  1951  showed  that 
out  of  1,400  registered  men,  179  had  no  earnings  at  all  in  that  period, 
and  another  126  had  earned  less  than  $500.  The  employers  pointed  to 
the  inefficiency  of  permitting  20  per  cent  of  the  men  to  remain  on  the 
registered  list  when  they  were  "guilty"  of  low  earnings — a  traditional 
ground  for  deregistration  because  it  usually  indicates  that  men  are  not 
reporting  in  regularly.  The  employers  then  moved  that  the  committee 
check  on  how  many  of  these  low  earners  were  ill  or  injured,*  and  that  any 
man  who  could  not  offer  a  reasonable  explanation  for  his  absence  be 
dropped  from  the  list.  The  union  members  of  the  committee  concurred, 
and  also  offered  to  recommend  to  the  membership  of  Local  19  that  no 
members  be  granted  traveling  cards  authorizing  them  to  visit  other  ports 
while  the  shortage  lasted.  The  committee  also  decided  that  until  enough 
new  men  were  registered,  no  more  than  six  regular  gangs  would  be  permit- 
ted to  go  on  vacation  at  any  one  time.  These  temporary  measures  alleviated 
the  shortage  while  new  men  were  given  permanent  registration  to  replace 
the  low  earners. 

Thus,  a  review  of  the  20  years  of  experience  Seattle  employers  have 
had  with  the  jointly  operated  hiring  hall  shows  that  the  system  provides 
an  orderly  adjustment  of  the  labor  force  to  meet  changing  needs  in  peace 
time,  and  has  proved  its  adaptability  to  emergency  conditions  by  operat- 
ing to  the  advantage  of  both  parties  in  two  wars.  An  additional  feature 
of  the  system  which  is  designed  to  ensure  that  enough  men  will  be  available 
is  the  requirement  that  individual  longshoremen  assume  the  responsibility 
of  having  replacements  sent  to  their  jobs  when  they  are  unable  to  work. 
The  dispatching  rules,  a  copy  of  which  is  distributed  to  each  longshoreman, 
provide : 

Being  on  the  job  is  the  responsibility  of  the  man  dispatched. 
If  sickness  prevents  reporting  on  the  job,  the  hiring  hall  must  be 
called:  Eliot  7844,  for  a  replacement  .  .  . 


rate  for  handling  explosives,  they  could  draw  $3.64  an  hour  as  hold  man,  instead  of 
the  $2.02  rate  for  deck  men  on  commercial  cargo.  The  shortage  was  immediately 
solved  by  a  JLRC  ruling  that  dispatchers  must  fill  the  needs  of  Seattle  employers 
before  dispatching  men  to  the  Army  dump. 

*  There  is  a  large  blackboard  in  the  hiring  hall  on  which  the  hospital  or  home 
addresses  of  sick  or  injured  men  are  recorded  for  the  information  of  their  friends. 
It  is  not  always  kept  up  to  date,  but  in  August,  1951 — a  month  after  this  proposal 
was  made — I  counted  8 1  names  on  the  board. 
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Failure  to  report  on  the  job  after  being  dispatched  will  result 
in  your  being  cited  on  the  blackboard  in  the  hiring  hall  to  appear 
before  the  Grievance  Committee  which  meets  in  the  Union  office 
every  Wednesday  at  2:00  P.M.  Failure  to  appear  before  the 
Grievance  Committee  will  prevent  dispatching  until  member 
does  appear. 

This  rule  not  only  has  the  advantage  to  employers  of  shifting  the  respon- 
sibility for  minimizing  the  effects  of  absenteeism  to  someone  else — an 
advantage  for  which  stevedores  might  well  be  envied  by  many  other 
employers — but  it  also  shifts  to  the  union  the  job  of  disciplining  offenders. 
The  union  judges  the  cases  and  fines  or  suspends  men  who  fail  to  "replace 
themselves";  the  employers  become  involved  only  if  they  think  the  penal- 
ties are  too  light  or  when  the  union  requests  the  Joint  Labor  Relations 
Committee  to  deregister  men  for  repeated  offenses. 

Another  feature  of  the  system — the  necessity  of  having  to  maintain  an 
allocations  committee — is  a  nuisance,  but  Seattle  employers  apparently 
do  not  regard  this  concomitant  of  limiting  the  labor  force  as  a  serious  evil. 
They  have  shown  by  their  own  actions  that  they  want  to  avoid  the  chronic 
labor  surplus  which  could  obviate  the  need  to  share  gangs  in  peak  periods. 
The  costs  of  such  a  surplus — unemployment  claims,  dissatisfactions — 
would  be  greater  than  the  cost  of  maintaining  an  allocations  committee. 

The  hiring  hall  adequately  passes  the  test  of  providing  employers  with 
a  large  enough  labor  force  to  fill  their  needs.  The  next  question  is,  whether 
the  hiring  hall  supplies  employers  with  enough  men  who  have  the  neces- 
sary skills  to  fill  their  particular  job  requirements.  Under  ordinary  circum- 
stances, the  hiring  hall  provides  an  admirable  answer,  because  men  are 
listed  on  the  peg  board  according  to  their  skills  and  abilities,  and  are  dis- 
patched according  to  their  job  classifications  as  deck  men,  sling  men, 
lift  truck  drivers,  and  so  forth.  Before  men  are  assigned  to  these  classifi- 
cations, employers  have  ample  opportunity  to  observe  their  performance 
while  the  men  serve  in  an  apprentice  category,  and  a  man's  classification 
can  be  changed  if  he  does  not  measure  up  to  the  job.  Strong  presumptive 
evidence  exists  that  Seattle  employers  are  reasonably  well  satisfied  with  the 
skills  of  men  sent  to  them  from  the  hall,  because  most  registered  long- 
shoremen have  worked  on  the  waterfront  for  10  to  15  years  and  the  em- 
ployers have  never  proposed  setting  up  a  training  program  in  periods  of 
normal  activity.  But  when  a  sudden  and  sustained  need  for  a  much  larger 
labor  force  arose  during  the  two  wars,  employers  found  that  not  enough 
extra  men  were  trained  as  winch  operators  and  hatch  tenders  to  enable 
the  dispatchers  to  increase  the  number  of  make-up  gangs  as  they  were 
needed.  In  World  War  II,  and  again  in  the  Korean  War,  the  Joint  Labor 
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Relations  Committee  had  to  set  up  training  programs,  and  it  became 
increasingly  evident  that  the  industry  had  to  face  the  problem  of  improv- 
ing skills  if  employers  were  to  have  an  adequate  reserve  of  skilled  men 
for  emergencies.4 

With  these  two  experiences  behind  them,  the  parties  included  a  clause 
in  the  1951  agreement  providing  that  joint  committees  be  created  in  each 
port  to  establish  qualifications  for  promotions  and  to  pass  on  such  promo- 
tions. Perhaps  out  of  this  first  step  of  offering  workers  clear-cut  incentives 
to  improve  their  skills  will  come  a  formal  and  permanent  training  program. 
Nevertheless,  an  inherent  disadvantage  of  the  hiring  hall  as  it  has  operated 
is  its  failure  to  produce  automatically  enough  skilled  workers  to  cover 
continuing  emergencies. 

A  more  serious  disadvantage  of  the  system  for  the  employers  is  their 
inability,  under  the  strict  rotation  rule,  to  hire  men  on  a  permanent  basis. 
Rotating  the  entire  labor  force,  employers  contend,  results  in  a  serious 
loss  in  efficiency.  It  will  be  recalled  that  in  the  old  hiring  system  run  by 
the  employers  before  1934,  about  800  men  were  employed  regularly  by 
the  larger  companies  as  members  of  "steady"  or  company  gangs,  and  that 
only  about  600  men  were  registered  in  the  hall  and  dispatched  in  rotation. 
In  1935,  the  union  insisted  that  company  gangs  be  eliminated  and,  since 
then,  both  longshoremen  and  dock  workers  have  worked  for  one  employer 
only  long  enough  to  complete  the  particular  job  for  which  they  are  dis- 
patched.5 

The  employers  vigorously  opposed  the  elimination  of  steady  gangs 
and,  after  several  unsuccessful  attempts  to  reverse  the  policy  in  negotia- 
tions with  the  union,  they  raised  the  issue  again  in  the  1944  War  Labor 
Board  case.  Holding  that  restoration  of  steady  gangs  was  their  most 
important  demand,  they  asserted: 

.  .  .  familiarity  promotes  efficiency  and  sound  industrial 
relations,  and  the  cessation  of  continuous  employment  of  the 
same  group  by  the  same  employer  has  caused  a  heavy  loss  in 
productive  capacity.  .  .  .  Such  continuity  of  employment  de- 
creases the  burden  of  dispatching,  relieves  the  need  for  reporting 
to  the  hiring  hall,  and  lessens  travel  time.6 

The  union  conceded  that  steady  gangs  would  increase  efficiency  for  cer- 
tain employers  and  eliminate  hiring  problems  for  certain  longshoremen, 
but  argued  that  these  very  virtues  emphasized  the  countervailing  vices  of 
favoritism  and  inequality  of  work  opportunities : 

Equalization  is  the  fundamental  objective  of  the  union,  and 
equalization  includes  equal  requirements  of  reporting,  equal 
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division  of  the  desirable  jobs,  equal  acceptance  of  unpleasant 
tasks,  equal  regularity  as  well  as  quantity  of  employment,  and 
equal  sharing  of  the  work  when  times  are  bad.7 

The  War  Labor  Board  decided  that  in  the  face  of  the  ten-year  history 
of  operation  without  steady  gangs,  the  employers'  arguments  did  not  out- 
weigh the  union's  position  to  an  extent  which  warranted  destroying  the 
existing  system,  and  ruled  that  the  status  quo  be  respected.  It  might  be 
said  that  the  board  "decided"  the  issue  but  did  not  settle  it.  It  was  raised 
again  in  the  negotiations  that  preceded  the  1948  strike,  and  even  during 
the  "new  look"  period  employers  have  spoken  of  their  inability  to  use 
steady  gangs  as  their  main  criticism  of  the  hiring  system. 

The  concern  of  the  employers  seems  to  be  two-fold.  First,  they  want  to 
have  enough  control  over  their  working  force  to  obtain  satisfactory  work 
performance,  and  they  hold  that  steady  gangs  are  necessary  to  do  this. 
Second,  they  feel  that  any  system  which  involves  rotating  the  entire  work- 
ing force  is  less  efficient  and,  therefore,  more  costly  than  one  permitting  a 
core  of  regularly  employed  men.  Obviously,  an  employer  has  less  control 
over  men  who  work  for  him  only  a  few  days  at  a  time  than  over  steady 
employees,  but  it  should  be  recognized  that  in  the  Seattle  system  the 
employers  are  not  without  some  means  of  control.  Their  ability  to  hire 
willing  workers  is  lessened,  but  not  wholly  destroyed,  by  delegating  to 
the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  the  decision  of  whether  or  not  to 
add  certain  new  men  to  the  registered  list.  Also,  the  concomitant  of  selec- 
tion, the  right  of  discharge,  is  provided  for  the  employers  in  the  collective 
bargaining  agreement: 

The  employer  shall  have  the  right  to  discharge  any  man  for 
incompetence,  insubordination  or  failure  to  perform  the  work  as 
required  in  conformance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Agreement. 

Such  longshoremen  shall  not  be  dispatched  to  such  employer 
until  his  case  shall  have  been  heard  and  disposed  of  before  the 
Port  Labor  Relations  Committee,  and  no  other  employer  shall 
refuse  employment  to  such  longshoreman  on  the  basis  of  such 
discharge. 

That  this  clause  does,  in  fact,  give  employers  a  meaningful  right  to 
discharge  men  for  cause  is  borne  out  hi  the  minutes  of  the  Joint  Labor 
Relations  Committee,  which  contain  numerous  instances  of  men  and  gangs 
submitting  grievances  claiming  unfair  discharge.  In  some  cases  the  men's 
claims  were  upheld  and  they  were  awarded  back  pay  for  the  time  they 
had  lost;  in  others,  the  claim  of  the  discharging  employer  was  upheld  by 
the  committee.  Occasionally,  where  men  were  repeated  offenders,  they 
were  deregistered.  If  the  union  members  of  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Com- 
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mittee  had  refused  to  concur  in  any  of  these  decisions,  the  employers 
could  have  carried  the  case  up  through  various  levels  of  the  grievance 
procedure;  but  the  minutes  covering  the  "new  look"  period  contained  no 
instances  where  the  committee  found  it  necessary  to  resort  even  to  the 
next  level.  The  evidence  is  inconclusive,  but  it  suggests  that  the  Seattle  dis- 
ciplinary system  resembles  that  of  other  unionized  industries  and  that 
Seattle  employers  enjoy  as  much  freedom  to  discipline  men  as  any  employ- 
ers who  deal  with  a  strong  union. 

Furthermore,  the  nature  of  longshoring  makes  it  possible  for  an  em- 
ployer who  is  dissatisfied  with  the  pace  of  work  to  locate  and  remedy  the 
cause  even  though  he  does  not  have  steady  employees.  According  to  a 
tradition  in  West  Coast  longshoring,  men  "meet  the  hook" — they  move 
cargo  as  fast  as  the  ship's  gear  brings  it  or  takes  it  away.  If  the  cargo  is 
not  moving  fast  enough,  presumptive  evidence  exists  that  the  winch 
operator  or  the  lift  truck  operator  is  the  bottleneck.  As  far  as  hold  men 
are  concerned,  it  is  unlikely  that  individual  men  will  consistently  loaf  on 
the  job  because,  as  Foisie,  Stern,8  and  others  have  indicated,  there  is  heavy 
group  pressure  on  each  member  of  a  hold  gang  to  do  his  share  of  the  work, 
since  work  not  performed  by  him  must  be  absorbed  by  the  other  gang  mem- 
bers. If  the  entire  gang  were  slowing  down,  their  low  productivity  would 
be  evident  and  they  could  be  discharged  within  the  terms  of  the  contract 
for  "incompetence,  insubordination,  or  failure  to  perform  the  work."* 

The  employers'  contention  that  rotation  of  the  entire  labor  force  in- 
creases costs  could  be  evaluated  by  examining  the  record  of  productivity 
before  and  after  steady  gangs  were  abolished.  In  various  arbitration  and 
fact-finding  cases  before  1948,  the  employers  charged  that  efficiency  had 
declined.  The  arbitrators  and  fact-finders  conceded  the  plausibility  of  the 
charge  but  judged  the  evidence  unreliable.9  Even  if  the  productivity  figures 
of  the  employers  were  accepted,  the  record  is  inconclusive  as  far  as  isolat- 
ing the  cause  of  a  decline  in  productivity  is  concerned.  According  to  the 
only  survey  covering  Seattle — a  study  made  in  1939  by  the  accounting 
firm  of  Price,  Waterhouse  and  Company — the  volume  of  tons  handled 
per  man-hour  in  the  port  fell  10.5  per  cent  between  1933  and  1938.10  But 
the  reestablishment  of  a  strong  union  and  the  hostile  relationship  be- 
tween the  parties  during  those  years  would  probably  have  caused  a  drop 
in  productivity  of  this  magnitude  whether  or  not  steady  gangs  had  been 
abolished. 

The  union's  unwillingness  to  compromise  on  this  issue  stems  from  two 


*  It  is  true  that  the  employers  were  unable  to  counteract  the  slowdown  in  Seattle 
during  the  1948  80-day  injunction  by  wholesale  discharges,  but  conditions  during 
that  period  can  hardly  be  considered  to  have  been  normal. 
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factors.  The  longshoremen  have  traditionally  associated  steady  gangs 
with  a  speed-up,  and  the  promise  of  union  organizers  to  eliminate  steady 
gangs  was  one  of  the  principal  reasons  for  the  immediate  success  of  the 
union's  first  organizing  campaign  in  1933.  A  Seattle  delegate  reported  to 
the  second  ILWU  convention  that  Seattle  longshoremen  considered  the 
elimination  of  steady  gangs  as  their  most  valuable  gain  through  unionism. 
This  change,  he  said, 

.  .  .  has  proved  very  satisfactory  in  Seattle  as  all  gangs  have 
become  familiar  with  the  working  of  all  types  of  cargo  and  it  has 
also  helped  considerably  in  stopping  the  speed-up  in  order  to 
be  preferred  on  a  good  dock  or  job.11 

The  continued  existence  of  the  "new  look"  should  reduce  the  men's 
fear  of  a  speed-up,  but  their  other  objection  to  steady  gangs  is  probably 
more  permanent.  This  is  a  deep  reluctance  to  divide  the  union  into  what 
would  amount  to  first-  and  second-class  membership.  Having  learned  in 
the  old  employers'  system  that  steady  gangs  consistently  made  higher 
earnings  than  hall  gangs,  in  spite  of  the  employers'  conscious  effort  to 
keep  earnings  equal,  union  members  are  afraid  that  dividing  the  member- 
ship into  steady  and  casual  workers  would,  in  periods  of  declining  employ- 
ment, generate  serious  internal  conflicts  and  weaken  the  cohesiveness  of 
the  union.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  union  will  retreat  from  its  adamant  posi- 
tion on  this  issue,  and  the  employers  will  probably  remain  dissatisfied 
with  their  inability  to  secure  steady  employees.* 

One  feature  which  was  of  great  importance  to  New  York  employers 
under  the  shape-up  requires  only  passing  comment  in  a  discussion  of  the 
hiring  hall.  Seattle  employers  have  never  based  their  case  for  reinstituting 
steady  gangs  on  the  ground  that  the  hall  sent  them  undependable  or  dis- 
honest workers.  Indeed,  the  operation  of  the  hiring  hall  removes  the  very 
aspects  of  a  casual-labor  market  which  attracted  criminals  to  the  New 
York  waterfront.  As  the  head  of  the  West  Coast  employers'  association 
has  stated: 

.  .  .  the  hiring  hall  in  our  opinion  has  the  effect  of  improving 
the  character  of  the  men  themselves;  because  it  gives  them 
greater  stability  of  employment  and  earnings,  it  gives  them 
dignity.18 

Theft  on  the  New  York  scale  is  unheard  of  on  the  Seattle  waterfront 


*  Another  feature  of  the  system  which  conceivably  results  in  some  loss  in  effi- 
ciency is  the  acceptance  by  the  employers  of  the  philosophy  that  the  industry  should 
"take  care  of  its  own."  However,  there  has  been  no  suggestion  that  the  older  and 
injured  men  should  be  jettisoned.  In  fact,  Seattle  employers  take  pride  in  the  indus- 
try's record  of  protecting  the  jobs  of  disabled  men. 
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and,  while  pilferage  exists — as  it  does  wherever  longshore,  trucking,  or 
warehouse  work  is  performed — losses  through  pilferage  constitute  a 
minor  problem  to  Seattle  employers.*  The  willingness  of  the  employers 
to  rely  on  the  recommendations  of  registered  longshoremen  as  the  best 
method  of  recruiting  new  workers  reveals  their  respect  for  the  judgment 
and  integrity  of  their  employees. 

A  final  consideration  of  importance  in  evaluating  the  hiring  system  is 
its  impact  on  the  employers'  desire  to  obtain  workers  under  conditions  not 
unilaterally  imposed  by  the  union.  The  fourteen-year  struggle  between 
the  employers  and  the  ILWU  to  get  control  of  the  hiring  hall  shows  how 
acutely  both  perceived  the  importance  of  the  union's  participation  in  the 
operation  of  the  hall  as  a  basic  element  in  the  strength  of  the  union. 
Through  the  union's  strength,  the  longshoremen  were  able  to  demand 
from  the  employers  wages  and  other  conditions  which  made  the  men  the 
envy  of  many  other  industrial  workers.  As  long  as  the  employers  remained 
basically  opposed  to  accepting  the  union  on  equal  terms,  they  viewed  the 
union's  part  in  the  hiring  hall,  as  well  as  the  union's  contract  demands, 
as  being  unilaterally  imposed  on  them.  Even  under  the  "new  look"  some 
employers  still  feel  they  are  at  the  mercy  of  the  ILWU,  but  there  are 
clear  indications  that  the  majority  see  benefits  in  dealing  with  a  strong 
and  responsible  union. 

When  hearings  were  held  in  April,  1953,  on  proposed  revisions  of  the 
Taft-Hartley  Act,  West  Coast  waterfront  employers  had  an  excellent 
opportunity,  had  they  so  desired,  to  offer  amendments  which  would  have 
excluded  the  ILWU  from  participating  in  the  hiring  hall,  as  well  as  pro- 
posals which  would  have  crippled  strong  unionism  in  general.  Instead, 
the  testimony  of  J.  Paul  St.  Sure,  president  of  the  Pacific  Maritime  Asso- 
ciation, before  the  Senate  Labor  Committee  was,  on  the  whole,  an  effort 
to  persuade  the  Congress  to  leave  the  maritime  industry  alone.  He  assured 
the  senators  several  times  that  all  West  Coast  maritime  hiring  halls  were 
operating  well  and  in  complete  compliance  with  the  act:  "Insofar  as  the 
so-called  Lundeberg  formula  is  concerned,  or  so  far  as  the  joint  opera- 
tion of  hiring  halls  with  the  ILWU  is  concerned,  we  believe  each  formula 
works  satisfactorily."13  St.  Sure  dwelt  at  length,  with  justifiable  pride,  on 
the  many  advantages  the  hiring  hall  gives  the  men.  He  pointed  to  the 


*  The  employers  have  questioned  this  evaluation  of  the  importance  of  pilferage, 
but  in  my  interviews  with  employers,  union  officials,  and  longshoremen,  and  in  the 
minutes  of  the  JLRC,  pilferage  was  rarely  mentioned.  The  contention  of  the  employ- 
ers was  that  the  lack  of  notations  of  pilferage  in  the  minutes  is  not  indicative  of  a 
lack  of  pilferage  or  whole  package  loss.  In  the  first  place,  employers  say,  many  other 
groups  of  workers  get  a  crack  at  the  cargo  other  than  the  longshoremen,  and  sec- 
ondly, the  great  majority  of  pilferage  and  loss  of  whole  package  cargo  can  never  be 
pinned  down  to  an  individual  or  group.  In  any  event,  the  employers  do  not  attribute 
pilferage  to  the  hiring  system. 
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high  earnings  and  good  working  conditions  enjoyed  by  the  longshoremen 
and  concluded:  "The  longshoreman  has  dignity  and  respect.  The  west- 
coast  longshoreman  has  a  good  home  and  lives  there;  he  is  not  a  wanderer 
on  the  waterfront."  (During  this  part  of  his  testimony,  Senator  Taft,  who 
was  present,  might  well  have  wondered  if  the  speaker  were  not  a  repre- 
sentative of  the  ILWU.)  St.  Sure  summarized  the  employers'  position  on 
the  halls  as  follows: 

The  employers  I  represent  must  treat  the  hiring  hall  as  an 
institution  highly  desired  by  employees  because  of  economic  ad- 
vantages to  them  which  are  separate  from  the  matter  of  union 
security.  Any  attempt  to  do  away  with  the  hiring  hall  would 
result  in  prolonged  strife  and  economic  chaos  in  the  industry. 
The  operation  of  hiring  halls  on  the  west  coast  clearly  demon- 
strates that  they  can  operate  lawfully  and  provide  the  inherent 
advantages  that  I  have  indicated  the  longshoremen  find  in 
their  halls.14 

Taken  alone,  this  statement  does  not  indicate  unqualified  enthusiasm 
among  employers  for  the  halls,  but  merely  a  recognition  that  the  long- 
shoremen insist  on  having  them.  But  St.  Sure's  other  recommendations 
show  a  positive  approval  both  of  the  hiring  hall  and  of  strong  unionism.* 
Commenting  on  proposals  to  outlaw  industry-wide  bargaining,  St.  Sure 
stressed  the  absolute  necessity  of  permitting  coast-wide  bargaining  in  the 
West  Coast  maritime  industry,  and  addressing  himself  to  a  suggestion  that 
government-operated  halls  might  be  a  proper  answer  to  the  maritime 
hiring  problem,  he  stated  the  West  Coast  employers'  strong  opposition.15 
Even  more  significantly,  he  urged  that  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  be  amended 
to  protect  the  union  from  harassment  under  the  law's  union-shop  provi- 
sions. He  offered  the  Pacific  Maritime  Association's  proposal  that  the 
ILWU  be  permitted  to  enter  into  an  agreement  which  would  give  them 
a  union  shop  covering  men  on  the  registered  list: 

We  are  simply  suggesting  that  the  hiring  hall  procedure  in 
effect  take  the  place  of  the  direct  employer  in  an  ordinary  indus- 


*  Interestingly  enough,  the  ILWU  shares  St.  Sure's  approval  of  dealing  with  a 
powerful,  well-organized  opponent.  Harry  Bridges  said: 

We  find  it  important,  in  making  the  machinery  [of  the  hall]  work, 
that  there  be  a  strong  employers'  association  .  .  .  Joint  policing  of  the 
Agreement  is  essential  to  its  successful  operation.  Moreover,  the  Associa- 
tion disciplines  its  members,  just  as  the  union  does  its  members.  The 
result  is  a  substantial  uniformity  in  policy  and  program  among  the  em- 
ployers which  makes  for  a  minimum  of  disputes,  and  for  harmonious 
labor  relations. 

International  Longshoremen's  and  Warehousemen's  Union,  Statement  by  Harry 
Bridges  .  .  .  before  New  York  State  Crime  Commission  (1953),  mimeographed. 
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try  and  therefore  the  hiring  hall  be  used  as  the  basis  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  union  shop.  .  .  .  Otherwise,  actually  we  feel  that 
these  unions — perhaps  I  should  not  argue  so  strenuously  from 
their  point  of  view,  but  we  have  to  live  with  them — these  unions 
are  denied  the  right  by  reason  of  the  character  of  the  industry  in 
which  they  work  of  ever  getting  a  union  shop. 

Thus,  on  the  whole,  the  hiring  hall  operates  satisfactorily  for  the  employ- 
ers. It  meets  the  test  of  giving  them  an  adequate  supply  of  longshoremen, 
both  in  the  quantitative  and  qualitative  sense.  The  prohibition  against 
steady  gangs  is  disadvantageous  to  some  employers  to  some  indeterminate 
degree,  but  even  in  the  absence  of  steady  gangs  the  employers  are  generally 
able  to  obtain  satisfactory  work  performance  from  the  men  sent  out  from 
the  hall  in  as  high  a  degree  as  most  employers  who  deal  with  a  strong  union. 
The  presence  of  a  strong  union  in  the  industry  has  undoubtedly  raised 
labor  costs  by  bringing  constant  pressure  on  employers  to  raise  wages 
and  improve  other  working  conditions,  but  the  employers'  ultimate  accep- 
tance of  unionism  and  their  willingness  to  argue  the  case  for  strengthening 
the  union's  authority  indicate  that  they  no  longer  consider  the  union  to 
be  unilaterally  imposng  the  conditions  under  which  they  operate. 

The  Longshoremen 

It  was  suggested  in  chapter  3  that,  if  a  hiring  system  is  to  serve  the  interests 
of  workers,  it  should  provide  them  with  enough  information  about  alterna- 
tive jobs  to  permit  an  informed  choice  among  all  possibilities  open  to  them. 
This  implies  an  ability  to  make  reasonably  reliable  estimates  of  the  earn- 
ings and  other  conditions  which  are  important  to  workers.  These  other 
conditions  include  the  chance  to  achieve  economic  security;  to  control 
their  own  affairs;  to  receive  fair  treatment  by  management;  to  work  with 
compatible  fellow  workers;  to  preserve  their  self-respect  and  to  enjoy 
satisfactory  social  status;  and  to  use  their  abilities  in  ways  that  seem  most 
appropriate  to  them. 

A  mere  description  of  the  Seattle  hiring  hall  shows  clearly  how  well  it 
satisfies  the  first  test.  Since  the  hall  constitutes  the  "labor  market"  for  the 
stevedoring  industry,  concentrating  all  the  information  about  jobs  in  one 
place  puts  the  worker  in  the  enviable  position  of  being  able  to  make  a 
truly  informed  decision  whether  he  should  sell  his  labor  as  a  longshoreman. 
He  can  find  out  about  all  available  jobs  on  the  waterfront  from  the  various 
boards  in  the  hall,  he  knows  that  working  conditions  on  all  jobs  are  those 
itemized  in  the  agreement,  and  he  knows  how  much  he  can  expect  to  earn 
(current  earnings  are  posted  in  the  hall).  The  only  major  variable  he 
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must  estimate  in  order  to  decide  whether  he  wants  to  make  his  living  as  a 
longshoreman  is  the  volume  of  future  activity  in  the  industry — an  estimate 
facing  a  worker  choosing  a  job  in  any  industry. 

Furthermore,  a  worker  knows  that  if  he  decides  to  remain  in  the  industry 
he  will  have  an  equal  chance  at  all  jobs,  and  that  he  will  enjoy  both  basic 
elements  of  economic  security — protection  against  losing  his  job  and 
relatively  high  income.  Using  the  same  criterion  that  was  applied  to  the 
earnings  of  New  York  longshoremen,  earnings  in  Seattle  are  more  than 
"adequate."  According  to  the  City  Worker's  Family  Budget,  a  Seattle  long- 
shoreman with  a  wife  and  two  children  would  have  had  to  earn  about 
$4,000  in  1951  to  sustain  "a  decent  and  healthful  level  of  living."  In  1951, 
more  than  70  per  cent  of  Seattle  longshoremen  earned  more  than  $4,000. 

TABLE  5 

ANNUAL  EARNINGS  OF  REGISTERED  LONGSHOREMEN* 
SEATTLE,  1951 


Annual  earnings 
in  dollars 

Number 
of  men 

Per  cent 
of  total 

5,000  and  over 

756 

50.6 

4,000  to  4,999 

336 

22.4 

3,000  to  3,999 

189 

12.7 

2,000  to  2,999 

95 

6.3 

1,000  to  1,999 

75 

5.0 

0  to      999 

44 

3.0 

Total 

1,495 

100.0 

The  high  earnings  possible  in  longshoring  make  especially  important 
the  ability  of  a  longshoreman  to  hold  his  job.  In  Seattle,  the  two  ways  in 
which  a  man's  claim  to  his  job  can  be  adversely  affected  are  first,  being 
discharged  by  a  particular  employer,  and  second,  and  far  more  important, 
by  being  deregistered.  If  a  man  discharged  by  a  particular  employer  "for 
cause"  feels  that  he  has  been  unjustly  treated,  he  has  the  protection  of  a 
clearly  defined  grievance  procedure  and  the  backing  of  a  strong  union  in 
processing  his  grievance.  A  Seattle  longshoreman  is  in  a  better  position 
than  workers  in  other  industries  as  far  as  discipline  is  concerned,  because 
he  can  be  dispatched  to  other  longshore  jobs  while  his  grievance  is  being 

*  I  am  indebted  to  the  Washington  Area  branch  of  the  Pacific  Maritime  Associa- 
tion for  running  off  these  wage  data  in  intervals  which  could  be  compared  with  the 
earnings  of  New  York's  longshoremen  made  available  through  the  New  York  State 
board  of  inquiry's  investigations.  In  1951,  of  72  occupations  for  which  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Commerce  published  average  annual  earnings,  only  one  (security  and 
commodity  brokers,  dealers  and  exchanges)  showed  earnings  above  $5,000.  Survey 
of  Current  Business,  32  (July,  1952),  22. 
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processed  by  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee,  rather  than  being 
removed  from  the  payroll.* 

The  same  rules  hold  for  deregistration.  Because  removal  from  the  regis- 
tered list  is  of  such  vital  importance,  special  attention  was  paid  in  exam- 
ining the  minutes  of  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  (for  1944- 
1951)  to  any  clues  that  men  had  been  dropped  from  the  registered  list 
for  arbitrary  reasons.  During  those  years,  eleven  longshoremen  appealed 
the  action  of  the  committee  in  deregistering  them. 

Anthony  A ble-f  was  dropped  from  the  roster  "at  the  union's  request"  on 
September  17,  1947.  The  reason  was  not  given.  One  month  later,  Able 
appeared  before  the  committee  asking  reinstatement.  At  this  meeting,  he 
alleged  that  he  had  had  a  disagreement  with  a  union  membr  while  loading 
ammunition  at  Mukilteo  during  the  war  and  had  been  denied  membership 
in  the  union  for  no  other  reason.  The  union  members  of  the  committee,  on 
the  other  hand,  charged  that  Able  was  a  "trouble-maker,  both  on  the  job 
and  in  the  office,"  and  stated  that  his  deregistration  had  been  recom- 
mended by  the  executive  board  of  Local  1 9  and  confirmed  by  the  mem- 
bership for  that  reason.  The  employers  moved  to  hold  the  matter  over 
pending  an  investigation  and  at  the  committee's  next  meeting: 

Employers  stated  they  were  still  considering  this  individual 
case  but  wished  to  call  the  Union's  attention  to  the  necessity  for 
a  full  explanation  in  those  cases  where  the  Union  recommended 
that  a  man  be  dropped  from  the  roster  for  other  [reasons]  than 
lack  of  earnings.16 

At  a  special  meeting  which  concerned  other  matters  a  few  days  later,  the 
employers  moved  to  reinstate  Able  "on  the  grounds  that  he  had  been 
dropped  without  sufficient  cause."  At  this  and  the  following  meeting,  the 
parties  failed  to  agree,  and  the  case  was  held  over  again.  One  month  after 
Able  had  first  requested  reinstatement,  the  employers  moved  to  take  the 
dispute  to  the  Area  Labor  Relations  Committee,  but  the  minutes  of  sub- 
sequent meetings  contain  no  reference  to  the  case  until  two  years  later. 
In  January,  1951,  Able  again  wrote  the  committee  asking  reinstatement. 
He  appeared  at  the  meeting  an  January  31  and  before  the  executive  board 
of  Local  19  in  April.  In  June,  the  membership  voted  to  reinstate  him,  and 
on  June  6,  1951,  he  was  given  full  registration  status  and  accepted  as  a 
member  of  the  union. 


*  The  current  agreement  extends  the  protection  of  the  same  grievance  procedure 
to  nonunion  men  who  claim  unjust  treatment  by  the  dispatchers. 

f  The  names  used  in  these  cases  are  fictitious.  Except  for  Jones  and  King,  all  were 
permit  men,  that  is,  they  were  not  members  of  the  union  but  were  in  a  kind  of  appren- 
tice classification,  working  under  a  permit  from  the  union. 
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H.  B.  Baker  was  dropped  on  April  7,  1948,  for  nonpayment  of  dues.* 
The  committee  heard  his  explanation  on  May  12,  and  he  was  reinstated 
at  that  meeting. 

Nicholas  Charles  wrote  the  Waterfront  Employers  Association  in  May, 
1948,  alleging  that  he  had  been  dropped  from  the  list  after  inequitable 
treatment  by  the  union  in  his  application  for  membership.  He  was  invited 
to  appear  before  the  committee  at  its  meeting  on  May  12,  but  when  he 
failed  to  appear  his  case  was  dropped. 

Steve  Douglas  appeared  before  the  committee  on  May  26,  1948,  to 
appeal  deregistration.  Payroll  records  and  his  own  statement  showed 
excessively  low  earnings  in  1945,  1946,  and  1947.  In  1945,  he  had  left 
the  industry  for  a  long  period  without  getting  a  leave  of  absence  from  the 
committee,  and  two  complaints  of  "failure  to  replace  himself"  were  in  the 
record.  It  was  also  alleged  that  several  times  he  had  caused  a  disturbance 
in  the  dispatching  hall  and  in  the  union  office  when  intoxicated.  The  com- 
mittee unanimously  confirmed  the  previous  action  by  canceling  his  regis- 
tration. 

Ronald  Evans  had  been  dropped  because  of  low  earnings.  When  he 
submitted  evidence  on  May  9,  1948,  of  sickness  in  his  family  which  had 
prevented  him  from  working,  he  was  reinstated. 

James  Fox  and  Grant  Green  were  dropped  from  the  register  on  July  7, 
1948.  They  appeared  before  the  committee  and  requested  reconsideration 
on  August  1 1 ,  but  the  committee  held  that  according  to  their  own  state- 
ment they  had  voluntarily  left  the  industry  for  other  work,  and  the  original 
action  would  stand. 

/.  /.  Hull  was  dropped  on  December  8,  1948,  for  nonpayment  of  dues. 
His  dues  paid  up,  he  was  reinstated  December  15. 

R.  C.  Ingersoll  had  been  dropped  from  the  list  because  of  having  left 
the  industry  but  showed  that  this  absence  was  "involuntary"  and  was  re- 
instated on  December  22,  1948. 

Howard  Jones  had  been  deregistered  because  of  low  earnings,  but  pre- 
sented evidence  of  illness  and  was  restored  to  his  original  registration. 

Ramsey  King,  whose  registration  number  indicated  that  he  had  joined 
the  industry  in  1936  or  1937,  requested  reinstatement  in  June,  1950.  The 
minutes  show  that  the  union  presented  "a  statement  and  earnings  records 
demonstrating  reasons  for  Mr.  King's  cancellation  from  the  list  of  regis- 
tered longshoremen."  The  employers  moved  to  restore  his  registration  but 
the  matter  seems  to  have  been  dropped  after  the  next  meeting  (June  28, 
1950)  when  the  union  took  the  position  that  "Mr.  King  is  not  a  member 


*  Dues  of  permit  men,  like  the  fee  later  charged  temporary  pool  men,  were  equal 
to  a  pro  rata  share  of  the  cost  of  maintaining  the  hiring  hall. 
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of  the  union  and  has  not  performed  work  in  the  industry  for  over  two 
years." 

The  fact  that  in  more  than  eight  years  only  eleven  men  out  of  about  800 
who  were  deregistered  considered  the  action  arbitrary  enough  to  appeal 
the  decision,  and  that  all  but  two  men  received  satisfactory  treatment  on 
their  appeals  without  delay,  indicates  that  the  Seattle  system,  on  the  whole, 
provides  adequate  protection  against  being  arbitrarily  dropped  from  the 
list.  But  the  minutes  show  that  the  appeal  procedure  did  not  afford  ade- 
quate or  speedy  relief  in  two  cases — those  of  Able  and  King — and  that 
in  each  of  these  cases  the  relationship  between  the  aggrieved  man  and  the 
union  appears  to  have  been  the  key  factor,  thus  making  these  two  cases 
particularly  important.  If  more  information  were  available,  it  might  sup- 
port the  union's  position  in  these  cases,  but  even  if  the  full  facts  showed 
that  the  union  had  used  its  influence  to  drive  Able  and  King  out  of  the 
industry  on  arbitrary  grounds,  the  system  would  not  stand  completely 
condemned.  The  Seattle  appeal  procedures  suffer  only  from  the  same  limi- 
tations as  those  in  other  industries — if  either  the  employer  or  the  union 
moves  to  discharge  a  man  and  the  other  party  will  not  defend  him,  the 
existence  of  a  formal,  reasonable  procedure  cannot  by  itself  ensure  his 
reinstatement.*  Nevertheless,  the  cases  of  Able  and  King  suggest  that 
procedural  safeguards  against  arbitrary  deregistration  could  be  consid- 
erably strengthened  by  more  clearly  specifying  the  grounds  for  expulsion 
from  the  industry. 

It  is  conceivable,  of  course,  that  other  men  may  also  have  felt  they  were 
arbitrarily  deregistered,  but  did  not  protest  the  action.  Even  if  this  hap- 
pened, which  in  view  of  the  success  achieved  in  most  appeals  seems 
unlikely,  it  would  not  necessarily  imply  a  weakness  in  the  procedures. 
No  grievance  system  will  protect  those  who  fail  to  use  it.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  anyone  decided  not  to  appeal  his  case  because  he  was  afraid  to 
question  either  the  union's  or  the  committee's  action,  this  would  reflect 
a  serious  weakness  in  the  system.  Interviews  with  employers,  union  offi- 
cials, longshoremen,  and  staff  members  of  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board  in  Seattle,  brought  forth  no  hints  that  intimidation  of  this  sort  is 
a  factor  on  the  Seattle  waterfront.  Abie's  behavior  supports  this  conten- 
tion, because  he  made  full  use  of  the  appeal  procedure  even  after  a  ma- 
jority of  the  membership  of  Local  19  had  voted  to  exclude  him.  It  is 
reasonable  to  conclude  that  Seattle  longshoremen  are  at  least  as  adequately 
protected  against  losing  their  jobs  as  workers  in  any  other  unionized 


*  In  the  1951  agreement,  the  grievance  procedures  were  improved,  from  the  point 
of  view  of  individual  workers,  by  providing  that  an  aggrieved  worker  can  personally 
appeal  the  decision  of  the  JLRC  to  the  area  committee,  and  ultimately  to  the  area 
arbitrator. 
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industry,  and  that  they  are  considerably  better  protected  than  in  most. 

Where  the  union  plays  such  an  important  role  in  dispensing  jobs,  disci- 
plining workers,  and  processing  grievances  as  it  does  in  West  Coast  long- 
shoring,  the  extent  to  which  the  men  can  continue  to  enjoy  a  high  degree 
of  economic  security  and  control  over  other  conditions  of  their  work 
environment,  depends  on  the  degree  to  which  they  participate  in  running 
their  union.  The  history  of  the  union  reveals  a  strong  tradition  in  Local  19 
that  all  major  and,  indeed,  most  minor  issues  must  be  referred  to  the  mem- 
bership. It  is  notable  that  the  agreement  provides:  "The  Union  shall  be 
entitled  to  one  night  per  month  for  membership  meeting  purposes,"  and 
no  work  is  performed  on  that  night  except  under  special  circumstances.* 
Estimates  of  meeting  attendance  during  the  summer  of  1951  varied  from 
600  to  700,  and  summer  meetings  were  said  to  be  less  well  attended  than 
winter  meetings. 

Annual  elections  by  secret  ballot  are  held  for  the  following  offices: 
president,  vice-president,  recording  secretary,  financial  secretary  (treas- 
urer), business  agent,  executive  board  (15  members),  labor  relations 
committee  (3),  dispatchers  (5),  delegates  to  longshore  caucus  and  inter- 
national conventions  (varied  from  7  to  12  in  period  studied),  safety 
committee  (4),  shop  stewards,  trustees,  janitors,  sergeant-at-arms. 

Local  19  rents  voting  machines  from  the  city  hall  for  use  in  these  elec- 
tions, and  the  turnover  of  major  office  holders,  with  defeated  incumbents 
returning  to  the  docks,  reflects  a  healthy  democracy  in  the  local.  Another 
advantage  to  the  membership  is  the  accessibility  of  union  officers  and 
committees.  The  grievance  committee  meets  in  the  hiring  hall  each  week 
and  the  15-man  executive  board  every  two  weeks. 

Through  their  union,  Seattle  longshoremen  have  achieved  substantial 
control  over  their  work  environment.  Their  freedom  to  select  their  jobs 
from  among  those  available  by  "pulling  their  peg,"  to  choose  the  type  of 
work  group  they  belong  to,  and,  within  reasonable  limits,  even  to  decide 
not  to  work  at  all  without  losing  their  job,  all  testify  to  a  mastery  over 
their  environment  which  is  rare  in  industry.  For  men  who  devote  their 
lives  to  longshoring,  one  of  the  most  advantageous  features  of  the  hiring 
system  is  the  way  it  expands  the  worker's  productive  years  by  consciously 
reserving  the  easier  jobs  for  older  men  and  for  men  who  have  been  injured. 
This  points  up  an  aspect  of  longshore  work  which  does  not  appear  at  first 
to  be  related  to  the  hiring  system.  In  ports  where  the  shape-up  exists, 
accident  prevention  is  largely  ignored,17  but  since  the  Seattle  system 


*  During  the  emergency  immediately  following  the  outbreak  of  the  Korean  War, 
for  example,  members  of  Local  19  temporarily  gave  up  their  right  to  the  "stop  work 
meeting  night"  at  the  request  of  the  Army  and  Navy. 
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prevents  discarding  men  injured  on  the  job,  the  parties  have  a  strong  and 
continuous  incentive  to  improve  safety  standards.  This  is  done  through  a 
job-level  safety  committee  composed  of  employer  and  union  representa- 
tives, who  go  over  the  records  of  all  accidents  each  month  and  attempt 
to  determine  their  causes  in  an  effort  to  prevent  recurrence.  Disputes  over 
safety  conditions  are  handled  by  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  in 
the  same  manner  as  other  grievances. 

All  features  of  the  hiring  system  combine  to  give  the  longshoremen  a 
feeling  of  self-sufficiency,  dignity,  and  self-respect  which  is  envied  by  many 
"noncasual"  workers  in  industry.  An  outsider  cannot  fail  to  be  impressed 
with  the  intense  pride  Seattle  longshoremen  take  in  their  hiring  hall.  When 
they  learned  that  my  purpose  in  wandering  around  the  building  day  after 
day  was  to  study  the  system,  longshoremen  frequently  took  occasion  to 
strike  up  a  conversation  in  the  coffee  shop  or  in  the  hall,  and  invariably 
they  asked,  "Well,  what  do  you  think  of  our  hall?  Can  you  think  of  any 
way  to  improve  it?"  In  sharp  contrast  with  their  attitude  toward  the  old 
hiring  system,  which  they  referred  to  as  "working  out  of  the  fink  hall," 
ILWU  members  have  repeatedly  urged  their  critics,  running  from  indi- 
vidual citizens  to  congressional  investigating  commitees,  to  "visit  the  hiring 
hall  and  see  for  yourself  how  it  operates."18  A  comment  by  Eric  Hoffer  is 
pertinent.*  When  asked  why  he  works  as  a  registered  longshoreman  (in 
San  Francisco,  where  conditions  are  similar  to  those  in  Seattle) ,  he  replied 
that  he  likes  the  men  he  works  with,  and  continued,  "It  would  be  hard  to 
find  another  occupation  with  so  suitable  a  combination  of  freedom,  exer- 
cise, leisure,  and  income."19 

Temporary  Labor  Pool  Men 

Although  the  hiring  system  should  be  judged  primarily  in  terms  of  its 
impact  on  the  regular  labor  force — the  registered  men — it  is  appropriate 
to  consider  its  impact  on  new  men  who  are  considering  longshoring  as  a 
permanent  occupation.  The  system  offers  them  as  close  an  approximation 
to  an  apprentice  status  as  is  possible  in  an  industry  where  employment  is 
casual,  since  they  have  second  preference  in  employment,  rotation  in 
hiring,  and  a  chance  to  accumulate  seniority  toward  full  registration.  Pool 
men  receive  the  same  wage  rate  as  regular  longshoremen  and,  although 
their  earnings  are  not  as  high  as  those  of  regular  men  (since  they  are  not 
dispatched  until  the  regular  men  are  all  working)  the  earnings  data  for 
pool  men  show  (table  6)  they  can  expect  to  receive  "adequate"  earnings. 


*  Hoffer  is  the  author  of  the  philosophical  treatise,  The  True  Believer  (New 
York:  Harper  and  Brothers,  1951). 
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Since  the  men  represented  in  the  table  are  dispatched  in  rotation,  it  is 
reasonable  to  infer  that  men  in  the  lower  earnings  range  were,  for  one  rea- 
son or  another,  not  making  themselves  regularly  available  for  work.  Some 
men  were  only  trying  out  longshoring  as  a  possible  occupation,  and  having 
found  it  not  to  their  liking,  dropped  out  of  the  industry  during  the  year. 
The  fact  that  some  casual  workers,  who  are  dispatched  after  pool  men, 
earned  surprisingly  high  incomes  (as  will  be  shown  below)  suggests  that 
other  pool  men  could  have  put  themselves  in  the  higher  earnings  brackets 
if  they  had  wished  to  do  so. 

TABLE  6 

ANNUAL  EARNINGS  OF  TEMPORARY  LABOR  POOL  MEN 
SEATTLE,  1951 


Annual  earnings 
in  dollars 

Number 
of  men 

Per  cent 
of  total 

5,000  and  over 

81 

11.5 

4,000  to  4,999 

160 

22.8 

3,000  to  3,999 

123 

17.4 

2,000  to  2,999 

81 

11.5 

1,000  to  1,999 

100 

14.1 

0  to      999 

160 

22.7 

705 

100.0 

Source:  Payroll  records,  Washington  Area,  Pacific  Maritime  Association. 

When  a  man  considers  getting  a  foothold  in  a  new  occupation,  he  needs 
to  know  about  any  obstacles  in  his  way.  Potential  longshoremen  in  Seattle 
have  the  advantage  of  knowing  that  arbitrary  barriers  to  employment 
which  exist  in  many  industries  are  absent  here.  The  coast  agreement  pro- 
hibits discrimination  "because  of  union  membership  or  activities,  race, 
creed,  color,  national  origin,  or  religious  or  political  belief,"  and  this  clause 
is  scrupulously  observed  in  the  Seattle  hiring  hall.* 

In  terms  of  providing  the  benefits  of  an  apprenticeship  status  which 
gives  them  adequate  earnings  and  full  use  of  the  grievance  machinery,  the 
hiring  system  is  highly  beneficial  to  the  temporary  pool  men.  It  is  less 
satisfactory  for  them  than  for  the  regular  men,  because  pool  men  have  no 
voice  hi  the  union  and  therefore  only  limited  control  over  their  work 
environment.  Less  information  about  jobs  is  available  to  them,  and  they 


*  This  conclusion  is  based  on  personal  observation  and  interviews  with  representa- 
tives of  the  Washington  State  Board  Against  Discrimination  in  Employment  and  the 
Seattle  Urban  League.  Both  were  asked  if  they  knew  of  any  instances  of  discrimina- 
tion in  the  industry.  Both  agencies  stated  that  longshoring  has  an  excellent  record  on 
this  score,  and  that  when  new  men  are  employed  members  of  minority  groups  stand 
an  equal  chance. 
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are  discouraged  from  passing  up  jobs  when  being  dispatched.  At  the  same 
time,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  hiring  system  could  be  improved  for 
them  without  losing  the  essence  of  decasualization — the  limitation  on  the 
number  of  registered  men  in  the  port. 

Casual  Workers 

The  effect  of  the  hiring  hall  on  the  casual  workers  who  work  on  the  water- 
front is  hard  to  evaluate,  because  we  know  neither  who  they  are  nor  what 
they  want  the  hiring  system  to  do  for  them.  In  1951 — when  shipments  to 
Korea  provided  unusual  activity  in  the  port — more  than  3,700  casual 
workers  were  dispatched  from  the  hiring  hall.  The  distribution  of  their 
earnings  may  be  seen  in  table  7. 

TABLE  7 

ANNUAL  EARNINGS  OF  CASUAL  WORKERS 
SEATTLE,  1951 


Annual  earnings 
in  dollars 

Number 
of  men 

Per  cent 
of  total 

5,000  and  over 

46 

1.2 

4,000  to  4,999 

33 

.9 

3,000  to  3,999 

48 

1.3 

2,000  to  2,999 

73 

1.9 

1,000  to  1,999 

148 

4.0 

0  to      999 

3,372 

90.7 

Total 

3,720 

100.0 

Source:  Payroll  records,  Washington  Area,  Pacific  Maritime  Association. 

The  3,372  men  whose  earnings  were  in  the  $0-$999  bracket  were  pre- 
sumably sent  to  the  hall  from  the  State  Casual  Labor  Office  and  worked 
for  only  one  day  or  for  a  short  period  at  most.  The  parties  have  always 
recognized  the  need  to  hire  casual  workers  on  this  basis  and  have  made 
provision  for  them  in  the  system.  It  is  more  difficult  to  speculate  about 
those  with  higher  earnings.  It  is  possible  that  most  of  the  high-earners 
came  from  the  fishermen's  union,  but  where  the  rest  of  the  men  came  from 
and  what  they  wanted  from  the  hiring  system  is  as  much  of  a  mystery  as 
it  was  in  New  York.  One  would  expect  that  men  working  regularly  enough 
to  earn  $4,000  or  more  a  year  would  prefer  to  put  themselves  on  the  Tem- 
porary Pool  Board  where  they  would  have  several  advantages  they  do 
not  enjoy  as  casual  workers.  However,  the  motivations  of  these  men  is  less 
important  for  our  present  purposes  than  the  fact  that  79  casuals  worked 
regularly  enough  to  earn  $4,000.  This  suggests  that  the  dispatching  system 
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would  be  more  efficient  if  more  men  were  added  to  the  Temporary  Pool 
Board — or  if  the  number  of  registered  longshoremen  were  increased. 

From  the  point  of  view  of  these  casual  workers — whoever  they  may  be 
— there  are  advantages  and  disadvantages  in  the  hiring  system.  Cen- 
tralizing information  about  employment  opportunities  in  the  port  is  a  gain 
to  most  casuals,  because  it  saves  them  the  need  to  tour  the  port  in  search 
of  work.  They  pay  no  fees  to  support  the  hiring  hall  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
they  receive  only  some  of  the  benefits  enjoyed  by  the  registered  and  pool 
men.  Indeed,  from  the  point  of  view  of  these  casual  workers,  the  market 
might  be  more  adequate  in  one  sense  if  it  permitted  them  to  "float"  in  and 
out  at  will  and  take  their  chances  on  getting  work.  This  is  necessarily  a 
conjecture,  because  the  abandonment  of  the  present  hiring  hall  would 
almost  certainly  carry  with  it  the  destruction  of  the  satisfactory  working 
conditions  which  are  a  result  of  the  hiring  system.* 

It  is  manifest  that  the  hiring  hall  gives  longshoremen  a  high  degree  of 
satisfaction  in  their  work.  Through  the  union's  prominent  role  in  the  hall 
they  have  achieved  enviable  earnings  and  have  reduced  to  a  minimum  the 
uncertainties  and  discomforts  usually  associated  with  casual  employment. 
Paradoxically,  the  importance  of  the  union  in  the  industry  imposes  a  cost 
on  the  longshoremen.  If  they  are  to  preserve  the  benefits  they  have  won, 
it  is  imperative  that  they  continue  to  take  an  active  part  in  the  union. 
Although  it  is  not  customary  to  regard  active  participation  as  a  "cost"  to 
union  members,  the  extent  to  which  most  unionists — indeed,  most  Ameri- 
cans— prefer  to  acquiesce  in  policies  formulated  and  administered  by  the 
leaders  of  their  organizations,  so  long  as  they  are  not  called  upon  to  take 
action  themselves,  makes  it  apparent  that  fulfilling  the  obligations  of 
membership  in  democratic  institutions  is  widely  regarded  as  a  sacrifice. 
To  date,  the  longshoremen  have  not  considered  this  "cost"  too  great,  and 
during  their  tumultuous  history  they  have  had  innumerable  opportunities 
to  face  the  decision  whether  they  will  be  active  union  members.  It  will  be 
interesting  to  see  whether  the  cost  might  not  appear  increasingly  onerous 
if  the  "new  look"  eventually  replaces  the  earlier  tradition  of  having  to 
fight  every  step  of  the  way. 

The  Union 

In  addition  to  serving  as  an  instrument  for  the  achievement  of  its  mem- 
bers' objectives,  any  legitimate  union  has  a  separate  objective  of  its  own — 
its  survival  as  an  institution.  The  security  of  a  union  as  an  institution  is 


*  One  morning  when  I  was  in  the  hall,  I  saw  a  casual  worker  who  had  been  sent  up 
from  the  State  Casual  Labor  Office  trying  to  slip  the  dispatcher  a  bill  as  he  reached  in 

(Note  continued  on  following  page.) 
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directly  linked  to  its  ability  to  control  the  jobs  within  its  jurisdiction — to 
require  that  all  the  workers  who  hold  these  jobs  contribute  to  the  support 
of  the  union  and  be  subject  to  its  discipline.  The  test,  then,  of  the  hiring 
hall  as  far  as  the  ILWU  is  concerned,  is  its  effect  on  the  union's  ability 
to  control  the  jobs  on  the  waterfront. 

It  is  manifest  that  Local  1 9  exerts  a  substantial  degree  of  such  control. 
Almost  all  Seattle  longshoremen  are  union  members,  and  the  great 
majority  enthusiastically  support  the  union  and  approve  of  its  right  to 
exercise  disciplinary  power  over  them.  By  helping  decide  who  will  be 
registered,  the  union  is  able  to  protect  itself  against  an  influx  of  antiunion 
men;  and  by  electing  the  dispatchers  who,  in  practice,  take  the  place  of 
employers  in  the  hiring  process,  Local  19  is  able  to  prevent  any  employer 
favoritism  which  might  be  designed  to  win  the  loyalty  of  workers  away 
from  the  union. 

Since  the  advent  of  the  "new  look,"  the  union  has  had  no  reason  to  fear 
attempts  by  the  employers  to  weaken  its  position,  but  it  has  been  open  to 
attack  from  another  direction — legal  action  under  the  Taft-Hartley  Act. 
Shortly  after  the  1948  strike,  two  Seattle  longshoremen  by-passed  the 
industry's  grievance  machinery,  taking  their  complaints  to  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board  in  cases  which  point  up  clearly  the  impact  of  the 
law  on  a  union's  ability  to  demand  that  individual  members  support  ma- 
jority decisions.  In  view  of  the  possible  significance  of  these  two  com- 
plaints, a  detailed  discussion  of  them  follows.20 

The  first  was  filed  by  one  Clarence  Purnell,  who  had  been  a  registered 
longshoreman  and  a  member  of  Local  19  since  1942.  Purnell  contracted 
arthritis  and,  early  in  1948,  purchased  a  barber  shop,  telling  a  friend  that 
his  condition  prevented  him  from  working  outside  in  bad  weather.  When 
the  1948  strike  began  in  September,  Purnell  went  to  Phoenix,  Arizona, 
consequently  failing  to  report  for  picket  duty  as  is  required  of  each  mem- 
ber of  Local  19  during  a  strike.*  After  the  strike  ended,  he  returned  to 
Seattle.  In  January,  1949,  he  was  brought  before  the  executive  board  of 
Local  19  where,  after  a  hearing  on  his  unexcused  absence  during  the 
strike,  he  was  ordered  to  pay  the  customary  fine  of  $25  a  day  for  each 
day  he  had  failed  to  report  for  picket  duty.  Unfortunately  for  PurneU's 


for  his  dispatching  slip.  When  the  dispatcher  handed  him  the  dispatching  slip,  he  also 
handed  back  the  bill.  When  I  asked  the  dispatcher  about  the  incident,  he  explained, 
"Once  in  a  while  a  guy  who's  worked  on  the  East  Coast  is  sent  up  here  ...  If  we 
ever  took  any  of  that  stuff,  the  regular  guys'd  tear  us  apart." 

*  The  by-laws  of  Local  19  require  that  during  a  strike  or  lockout  "all  members 
shall  report  daily  at  the  Hall  to  receive  instructions,  unless  other  provisions  are 
made  by  the  membership  meeting."  Members  who  are  unable  to  do  their  share  of 
picketing  appear  before  the  local's  clearance  committee  which  recommends  to  the 
membership  whether  or  not  the  applicants  should  be  excused  from  picket  duty. 
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pocket  book,  the  1 948  strike  had  been  one  of  the  longest  of  the  ILWU's 
many  protracted  strikes,  and  the  total  amount  of  his  fine  was  $2,400.* 
The  executive  board  reminded  him  that  he  could  work  for  30  days  before 
paying  the  fine,  but  he  did  not  accept  work  on  the  waterfront  because, 
according  to  his  subsequent  testimony,  he  was  too  sick  to  work  "in  the 
cold  and  wet  of  that  winter."  Later  in  the  month,  he  asked  the  chief  clerk 
in  the  hiring  hall  for  a  statement  of  his  availability  for  work  which  he 
needed  to  draw  unemployment  compensation  and  which  would  help  him 
in  getting  another  job.  The  chief  clerk  refused  to  give  him  the  certificate, 
telling  him  he  could  still  work  for  30  days  without  having  to  pay  any  part 
of  the  fine.  Purnell  replied  that  he  was  not  physically  able  to  work.  He 
then  telephoned  the  head  of  the  employers'  association  and  asked  him 
for  a  statement  of  availability. 

Apparently  angered  when  the  employers  also  declined  to  give  him  the 
statement,  he  went  to  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board  and  filed  unfair 
labor  practice  charges  against  both  the  union  and  the  employers.  In  April, 
1950,  before  the  case  came  before  the  NLRB  trial  examiner,  Purnell  sold 
his  barber  shop  and  opened  a  larger  one.  During  part  of  this  time  he  also 
worked  at  an  airport  "because  the  work  there  was  inside  work  and  he 
was  not  bothered  by  the  weather." 

In  his  original  complaint,  PurnelPs  charges  were  directed  against  Local 
19,  but  he  later  amended  them  to  include  the  International  Union,  the 
Waterfront  Employers  of  Washington,  and  certain  Seattle  stevedoring 
concerns,  alleging  that  the  employers  and  the  union  had  committed  unfair 
labor  practices  by  agreeing  to  give  preference  in  employment  to  union 
members  in  the  1948  contract,  and  by  the  manner  in  which  they  actually 
operated  the  hiring  hall  under  the  agreement.21 

The  trial  examiner  hearing  Purnell's  case  dismissed  the  complaint 
against  the  International  Union  under  section  lOb,  on  the  grounds  that 
Purnell  had  named  the  ILWU  as  a  party  to  the  alleged  violation  of  the 
law  more  than  six  months  after  the  practices  had  occurred.  As  to  the  sub- 
stance of  Purnell's  accusations,  the  trial  examiner  recommended  dismiss- 
ing the  charges  of  discrimination  against  both  the  employers  and  Local  19 
because,  "In  order  for  there  to  be  a  discriminatory  refusal  to  employ,  it 
is  axiomatic  that  the  individual  must  have  been  an  applicant  for  employ- 
ment." He  concluded: 

In  fact  Purnell  did  not  want  to  work.  His  name  is  still  on  the 
plug  board,  and  the  dispatcher  testified,  at  least,  that  if  Purnell 


*  The  official  records  of  the  1948  strike  indicate  that  it  lasted  95,  rather  than  96, 
days  so  there  must  have  been  a  meeting  at  which  attendance  was  compulsory  the 

(Note  continued  on  following  page.) 
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had  plugged  in  in  the  customary  manner,  he  would  have  been, 
and  still  would  be,  dispatched.  As  Purnell  has  never  tested  the 
truth  of  this  testimony,  there  is  no  proof  to  the  contrary.22 

He  also  dismissed  Purnell's  further  charge  that  the  employers  had  vio- 
lated section  8 a  (2),  which  makes  it  an  unfair  labor  practice  for  an  em- 
ployer to  dominate,  interfere  with,  or  contribute  to  the  support  of  a  union, 
by  paying  50  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  operating  the  hiring  hall.  This  pay- 
ment, the  trial  examiner  concluded,  was  made,  not  to  the  union,  but  to  a 
separate  entity  composed  of  both  employer  and  union  representatives : 

For  anyone  with  any  reading  knowledge  of  Pacific  Coast 
waterfront  history,  past  or  present,  to  even  suggest  that  .  .  . 
the  WEW  [Waterfront  Employers  of  Washington]  is  domi- 
nating or  interfering  with  the  ILWU  or  Local  19  by  these 
payments  ...  is  being  so  completely  unrealistic  as  to  be 
laughable.23 

However,  he  agreed  with  Purnell — and  incidentally  with  the  finding  in 
the  earlier  NLRB  case — that  the  parties  had  clearly  violated  the  Taft- 
Hartley  Act  by  including  in  the  1948  contract  a  clause  giving  preference 
to  union  members. 

The  other  unfair  labor  practice  charge  was  brought  by  Albert  G.  Crum, 
who  had  worked  on  the  waterfront  since  1936.  Crum  had  become  a  regis- 
tered longshoreman  and  a  member  of  Local  19  in  1939,  and  had  worked 
as  a  member  of  a  regular  gang  most  of  the  time  until  1944,  when  he  became 
a  full-time  employee  of  a  stevedoring  company  in  a  job  over  which  Local 
19  did  not  have  jurisdiction.  In  1946,  he  left  this  job  and  bought  a  220- 
acre  farm  in  Idaho  where  he  harvested  the  hay  crop  that  year.  For  the 
next  two  years,  Crum  spent  most  of  his  time  on  the  farm,  but  visited 
Seattle  several  times  when  there  was  no  farm  work  to  be  done,  working 
occasionally  as  a  longshoreman. 

In  August,  1948 — during  the  80-day  injunction  period  preceding  the 
strike — he  was  in  Seattle  for  a  few  days  and  dropped  into  the  hiring  hall. 
The  dispatcher  urged  him  to  go  out  on  a  job,  but  Crum  at  first  replied 
that  he  didn't  want  to  work.  Finally,  he  agreed  to  take  a  job  supposed  to 
last  about  four  hours,  but  he  actually  worked  long  enough  to  earn  $122. 
Shortly  thereafter,  he  again  left  the  city,  and  was  absent  during  the  1948 
strike.  Like  Purnell,  Crum  failed  to  ask  the  clearance  committee  to  excuse 
him  from  picket  duty,  and  when  he  returned  to  the  waterfront  several 


day  before  the  strike  began.  Although  on  its  face  the  aggregate  size  of  the  fine  is 
startling,  neither  the  trial  examiner  nor  the  NLRB  commented  on  it  in  the  subsequent 
NLRB  case,  presumably  considering  that  Purnell  had  no  justifiable  complaint  since 
he  had  not  exhausted  the  remedies  open  to  him  to  avoid  the  fine. 
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months  later,  he  was  fined  $2,400  for  having  failed  to  report  during  the 
strike,  and  given  30  days  in  which  to  pay.  He  continued  to  work  as  a  gang 
member  in  the  usual  fashion  for  the  next  30  days,  but  when  he  telephoned 
the  hall  on  January  27,  1949,  to  find  out  whether  his  gang  had  been  dis- 
patched, he  was  told,  "There's  a  bug  behind  your  name  and  you  won't  be 
dispatched  .  .  .  until  the  fine  is  paid." 

Like  Purnell,  he  then  went  to  the  Waterfront  Employers  office  and  to 
several  individual  employers,  asking  them  if  they  would  hire  him  if  he 
were  sent  out  by  the  hall,  and  received  assurances  that  they  would.  In 
April,  1949,  on  a  motion  by  the  union,  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Com- 
mittee deregistered  Crum  on  the  basis  of  low  earnings.*  Three  months 
later,  Crum  filed  his  unfair  labor  practice  charges  against  the  ILWU  and 
the  Waterfront  Employers  of  Washington.  A  year  and  a  half  later,  just 
prior  to  the  hearing  before  the  NLRB  trial  examiner,  he  amended  his 
charge  to  add  Local  19  as  a  respondent. 

In  January,  1951,  a  few  days  after  the  close  of  the  hearings — but  more 
than  two  months  before  the  trial  examiner  announced  his  decision — 
Crum  appeared  before  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee  and  asked  to 
be  put  back  on  the  registered  list,  promising  that  he  would  make  himself 
regularly  available  for  work.  The  union  initially  opposed  Crum's  rein- 
statement, arguing  that  such  action  would  tend  to  substantiate  the  charge 
that  he  had  been  discriminatorily  deregistered,  and  that  it  might  affect 
the  amount  of  any  back-pay  award  ordered  by  the  NLRB.  Later  in  the 
meeting,  however,  union  members  of  the  committee  asked  Crum  if  he 
would  drop  his  case  if  he  were  reinstated.  Crum  replied  that  he  would  like 
to  drop  the  case  if  it  were  in  his  power  but  that  the  NLRB  would  not  permit 
him  to  do  so.  The  union  then  asked  him  to  confer  with  his  lawyer  about 
withdrawing  the  charges,  and  the  matter  was  held  over  until  the  next 
meeting  of  the  Joint  Labor  Relations  Committee.  During  the  next  two 
months,  the  employers  proposed  several  times  that  Crum  be  reinstated  but 
the  union  refused,  saying  they  had  not  yet  heard  from  Crum  about  with- 
drawing his  charges.  Finally,  the  committee  agreed  to  hold  the  matter 
over  until  the  NLRB  decided  the  case.  24 

Later  that  spring,  the  trial  examiner's  report  on  both  Crum's  and  Pur- 
nell's  cases  was  issued.  The  examiner  concluded  that  Crum  had  been  dis- 
criminated against  under  section  8 a  (3)  since  he  had  been  refused  em- 


*  Apparently  the  deregistration  procedure  is  not  always  invoked  as  promptly  as 
it  might  be.  The  evidence  before  the  NLRB  on  the  employment  experience  of  both 
Purnell  and  Crum  indicates  that  if  their  registrations  had  been  questioned  earlier 
Crum  would  have  been  deregistered  at  the  end  of  1948  and  Purnell  might  have  been 
deregistered  at  the  same  time.  Had  that  been  done,  the  facts  upon  which  their  dis- 
crimination charges  were  based  would  never  have  arisen. 
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ployment  because  his  membership  had  been  terminated  "for  reasons  other 
than  the  failure  to  tender  the  periodic  dues  and  initiation  fees  uniformly 
required"  of  the  members  of  Local  19,  and  he  recommended  that  the 
Waterfront  Employers  be  required  to  reimburse  Crum  for  any  loss  of 
pay  he  had  suffered.*  However,  he  concluded  that  Crum's  deregistration 
in  April  on  the  ground  of  "low  earnings"  was  not  a  violation  of  the  Taft- 
Hartley  Act  and  accordingly  made  no  recommendation  that  Crum's  reg- 
istration be  restored.  The  recommendation  for  back  pay  was  limited  to 
the  period  between  January  27  (when  Crum  had  been  refused  work)  and 
April  20  (when  he  had  been  deregistered)  ,25 

The  National  Labor  Relations  Board  handed  down  their  decision  in 
February,  1952.  They  sustained  all  charges  against  all  parties.  Giving 
section  lOb  a  different  interpretation  than  had  the  trial  examiner,  the 
board  found  that  the  six-month  limitation  did  not  bar  PurneU's  charges 
against  the  ILWU,  or  Crum's  charges  against  Local  19.  They  also  held 
the  ILWU  legally  responsible  for  participation  of  Local  19  in  the  hiring 
hall.  Accordingly,  their  order  in  both  cases  held  against  the  Waterfront 
Employers,  the  ILWU,  and  Local  19. 

In  PurneU's  case,  the  board  disagreed  with  the  trial  examiner  that  there 
had  been  no  discriminatory  discharge,  taking  the  view  that  the  manner 
in  which  Crum  was  treated  made  it  apparent  that  if  Purnell  had  actually 
made  application  for  work  it  "would  have  been  a  futile  gesture"  which 
he  need  not  have  made  in  order  to  support  his  charge.26  In  Crum's  case, 
the  board  concluded  that  the  deregistration  in  April,  coming  after  the 
discriminatory  discharge  in  January,  "did  not  reflect  a  'good  faith'  applica- 
tion of  the  waterfront  employment  policy."27  Consequently,  the  parties 
were  ordered  to  restore  both  men  to  full  registration  status  with  all  hiring- 
hall  privileges,  and  to  reimburse  them  for  all  loss  of  pay  they  had  suffered 
as  a  result  of  the  discriminatory  discharges.!  The  board  also  pointedly 
ordered  all  parties,  for  the  second  time,  to  cease  giving  effect  to  the  prefer- 
ential-hiring clause  in  the  1948  contract  (which  had  been  abandoned  by 
the  parties  the  previous  year) . 


*  The  trial  examiner's  reasoning  in  holding  the  Waterfront  Employers  solely  re- 
sponsible for  the  back-pay  award  was  that  the  charge  against  Local  19  was  invalid 
under  section  lOb  because  it  had  not  been  filed  within  six  months  of  the  commission 
of  the  alleged  unfair  labor  practice.  He  had  exonerated  the  ILWU  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  showing  that  the  international  union,  as  distinguished  from  Local  19, 
participated  in  the  dispatching  process. 

t  The  award  left  Crum  and  Purnell  free  to  collect  from  any  one  or  more  of  the 
respondents.  The  employers'  reaction  to  paying  their  share  of  a  two-year  back-pay 
award  to  men  disciplined  by  the  union  for  failing  to  stand  picket  duty  was  under- 
standably not  a  happy  one.  See  St.  Sure's  testimony  in  U.S.  Congress,  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  .  .  .  ,  Taft-Hartley  Act  Revisions,  for  the  employers'  vigorous  pro- 
tests against  the  NLRB's  policy  in  other  back-pay  orders  in  which  the  employers  have 
become  involved  under  the  act. 
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The  board's  decision  might  be  counted  a  financial  and  moral  victory 
for  Purnell  and  Crum  over  the  forces  of  "big  unionism,"*  but  to  the  ILWU 
it  brought  home  sharply  the  pitfalls  inherent  in  the  Taft-Hartley  Act. 
These  cases  clearly  limit  the  union's  authority  to  discipline  members,  even 
when  disciplinary  action  is  based  on  clearly  specified  rules  which  are 
uniformly  applied  and  which  have  the  endorsement  of  the  majority  of 
the  membership,  who  recognize  that  the  union  must  possess  such  author- 
ity if  it  is  to  be  effective. 

Purnell's  case  has  further  implications.  It  indicates  a  type  of  harassment 
to  which  the  union  may  be  vulnerable  as  long  as  it  plays  an  integral  part 
in  the  dispatching  system.  The  parties  are  now  in  full  compliance  with 
the  new  labor  law,  because  the  agreement  no  longer  provides  for  prefer- 
ential treatment  to  union  members  and,  although  the  NLRB  has  not  yet 
passed  on  the  issue  specifically,  the  trial  examiners  in  both  ILWU  cases 
have  made  findings  that  the  present  operation  of  the  hall  in  no  way  con- 
flicts with  the  Taft-Hartley  Act.28  But  if  a  case  like  Purnell's  can  receive 
favorable  attention  from  the  board,  it  is  conceivable  that  other  equally 
weak  charges  against  the  ILWU  might  be  sustained  in  such  volume  as  to 
create  considerable  confusion  in  the  industry. 

Even  in  the  face  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act,  it  seems  safe  to  conclude  that 
Local  19  will  continue  to  enjoy  a  highly  secure  position  in  the  industry. 
If  past  behavior  of  the  membership  is  a  reliable  clue  to  the  future,  the 
union's  diminished  ability  to  discipline  "free  riders"  will  have  little  notice- 
able effect,  and  the  majority  of  the  members  will  voluntarily  continue  to 
support  the  union.  Being  secure,  Local  19  will  undoubtedly  continue  to 
direct  its  primary  attention  to  serving  as  an  instrument  for  achieving  its 
members'  objectives.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  goals  of  the  union 
are  closely  identified  with  the  goals  of  the  members.  Having  found  that 
the  hiring-hall  system  satisfies  the  longshoremen,  it  can  be  said  with  equal 
validity  that  it  satisfies  the  union. 

The  Community 

How  well  does  the  hiring  hall  serve  the  public  interest? 

To  answer  this  question,  we  need  to  look  first  at  the  economic  impact 
of  the  hall,  and  then  at  its  broader  social  implications.  The  economic 
aspects  of  any  hiring  system  which  have  implications  for  the  welfare  of 


*  Purnell  received  a  substantially  smaller  check  for  his  back  pay  than  Crum,  since 
the  board  ordered  that  in  calculating  his  compensation  his  inability  to  work  because 
of  his  arthritic  condition  would  have  to  be  taken  into  account.  Presumably  Parnell 
had  already  obtained  the  satisfaction  he  sought — his  case  looks  suspiciously  like 
a  "spite  suit." 
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the  community  at  large  are  two-fold.  First,  the  community  has  an  interest 
in  having  a  hiring  system  which  produces  a  balance  between  the  number 
of  workers  offering  their  services  and  those  whose  services  are  needed, 
so  that  neither  the  chronic  surpluses  nor  shortages  of  workers  usually 
associated  with  a  casual-labor  market  result  in  a  loss  of  production.  The 
hiring  hall  meets  this  test  well.  Secondly,  the  community  has  an  interest 
in  having  the  hiring  system  facilitate  the  process  of  placing  workers  hi 
jobs  they  are  best  fitted  for,  because  this  is  essential  to  maximizing  the 
efficient  use  of  the  labor  force.  It  has  been  suggested  that  this  can  best 
be  achieved  by  permitting  complete  freedom  of  choice  to  both  employers 
and  workers,  modified  only  by  those  limitations  society  has  conceded  are 
necessary  if  workers  are  to  enjoy  economic  security,  such  as  the  seniority 
principle.  Here  the  hiring  hall  measures  up  better  in  some  respects  than 
in  others.  On  the  positive  side,  it  gives  the  longshoremen  wide  latitude  in 
choosing  jobs,  coupled  with  complete  job  security.  In  addition,  the  employ- 
ment policy  of  the  hiring  hall  removes  many  arbitrary  barriers  to  using 
every  man's  skills  to  the  best  advantage,  because  it  prohibits  discrimina- 
tion on  the  basis  of  race,  color,  or  creed.  Furthermore,  the  willingness  of 
the  industry  to  give  older  and  injured  men  jobs  they  can  handle,  probably 
enables  many  men  to  be  productive  whose  manpower  would  otherwise  be 
lost  to  the  economy. 

On  the  negative  side,  the  employers  contend  that  while  under  the 
Seattle  system  the  men  have  freedom  of  choice,  employers  are  far  less  free 
to  select  their  workers  than  they  were  when  they  could  hire  steady  em- 
ployees. Indeed,  it  may  be  that  any  increment  to  productivity  resulting 
from  the  increased  sense  of  job  security  the  hiring  hall  gives  longshoremen 
is  more  than  offset  by  a  drop  in  efficiency  which  the  employers  assert  has 
resulted  from  the  abandonment  of  steady  employees.*  Unfortunately, 
our  present  knowledge  of  how  to  measure  productivity  in  longshoring  does 
not  permit  any  meaningful  conclusions  about  the  effect  of  this  union  policy, 
or  on  the  larger  question  of  the  over-all  effect  of  unionism  on  efficiency 
in  the  industry.  The  question  of  whether  or  not  the  public  is  being  forced 
to  subsidize  inefficiency  on  the  waterfront  through  higher  handling  costs 
must  remain  moot.  But  even  if  the  contention  of  the  employers  is  eventu- 
ally supported  by  refined  techniques  for  correlating  productivity  with 
specific  industry  practices,  the  community  at  large  (if  informed)  would 


*  I  am  assuming  here  that  the  employers  can  exercise  sufficient  authority  to  weed 
out  incompetent  workers  from  the  labor  force  and,  therefore,  that  the  registered 
longshoremen  are  as  well  qualified  to  perform  the  work  as  any  other  group  of  men 
who  could  be  recruited.  In  other  words,  the  seniority  aspect  of  registration  in  the 
hiring  hall  does  not  protect  incompetents  in  this  industry  to  any  greater  extent  than 
seniority  does  in  industry  generally. 
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undoubtedly  share  the  present  employer  view  that  the  basic  framework  of 
the  Seattle  system  is  superior  to  the  much-discussed  alternative — a  gov- 
ernment-operated hiring  hall. 

The  lack  of  consensus  in  the  community  about  what  constitutes  ap- 
proved social  behavior  makes  it  more  difficult  to  assess  the  impact  of  the 
hiring  hall  on  social  institutions.  On  the  one  hand,  some  results  of  the  hall 
clearly  reinforce  the  community's  standards  of  acceptable  conduct.  In  a 
society  committed  to  the  ideals  of  respect  for  the  individual  and  to  the 
notion  that  the  democratic  process  is  the  best  way  to  reconcile  conflicts 
of  interest,  the  dignity  and  self-respect  enjoyed  by  Seattle  longshoremen 
and  their  experience  with  the  effectiveness  of  democratic  cooperation, 
both  of  which  are  closely  associated  with  the  hiring  hall,  are  obvious 
social  gains.  In  addition,  the  system  enables  regular  longshoremen  to  live 
at  a  level  which  meets  the  generally  accepted  concept  of  the  "American 
standard  of  living" — a  circumstance  which  tends  to  make  them  a  con- 
servative force  because  it  gives  them  a  vested  interest  in  supporting  the 
status  quo. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  community  is  ambivalent  about  the  longshore- 
men's highly  developed  appreciation  of  the  strength  they  derive  from 
cooperation,  because  the  public  attributes  to  this  factor  their  ability  to 
cause  the  community  inconvenience  and  irritation  through  strikes.  The 
turbulent  history  of  their  union  has  given  the  longshoremen  a  reputation 
for  militancy  and  aggressiveness  which  sets  them  off  from  most  other 
groups  in  our  society.  The  "in-group"  feeling  which  has  grown  up  among 
longshoremen  has  enabled  them  to  ignore  strong  community  disapproval 
and  even  to  circumvent  the  law  of  the  land.  As  recently  as  1948,  for  exam- 
ple, during  the  final  battle  over  the  hiring  hall,  Seattle  longshoremen 
deliberately  violated  the  intent  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  by  engaging  in  a 
slowdown  during  the  80-day  injunction,  and  by  boycotting  the  vote  on 
the  employers'  last  offer  which  is  specifically  required  before  a  strike  is 
legal  under  the  national  emergency  provisions  of  the  act.  In  recent  years, 
a  growing  body  of  people  have  come  to  consider  behavior  of  this  sort  as 
far  from  acceptable — indeed,  as  lawlessness.  But  almost  as  many  others 
see  unionism  as  a  desirable,  even  an  essential,  social  institution,  and  accept 
as  the  conditio  sine  qua  non  of  unionism  the  power  to  strike  effectively 
when  necessary.  This  group  regards  behavior  such  as  the  longshoremen's 
in  1948  as  legitimate  trade-union  methods  by  which  workers  defend 
themselves  against  the  effects  of  restrictive  legislation  passed  by  a  hostile 
Congress,  and  consequently  views  as  healthy  the  union's  lack  of  concern 
over  generating  vigorous  public  disapproval. 

The  many  shades  of  difference  of  opinion  on  what  are  acceptable  trade 
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union  methods — and  thus  acceptable  social  behavior — may  never  be 
finally  resolved,  and  public  policy  will  probably  continue  to  reflect  the 
shifting  popularity  of  these  opposing  views  of  unionism.  But  regardless 
of  what  balance  is  struck  in  our  labor  laws,  the  experience  in  both  New 
York  and  Seattle  Indicates  that  the  clue  to  avoiding  public  intervention 
in  any  industry  is  the  avoidance  of  work  stoppages.  If  Seattle  employers 
and  the  ILWU  can  keep  goods  flowing  through  the  port  in  an  uninterrupted 
stream  (and  continue  to  steer  clear  of  collusive  practices  detrimental  to 
consumers) ,  they  will  avoid  overt  conflicts  of  interest  with  the  community 
as  a  whole.  Under  these  circumstances,  they  will  be  able  to  keep  their 
hiring  hall,  and  the  public  will  grow  less  concerned  about  the  independent 
spirit  of  the  longshoremen — indeed,  if  harmony  becomes  the  new  tradi- 
tion on  the  waterfront,  the  longshoremen  may  lose  much  of  the  militancy 
which  stems  from  being  on  the  defensive  and  which  has  caused  distress  hi 
many  quarters  during  past  strikes.  If  chronic  warfare  breaks  out  again, 
however,  the  community  will  undoubtedly  concentrate  its  wrath  on  the 
hiring  hall  which  in  the  public  mind  symbolizes  the  industry,  and  which 
has  contributed  so  greatly  to  the  bargaining  strength  of  the  longshore- 
men's union. 

Whatever  society's  ultimate  judgment  is  about  strong  unions,  it  will 
surely  continue  to  favor  democratic  institutions.  Accordingly,  it  should 
recognize  one  undisputed  benefit  to  a  democratic  society  in  joint  adminis- 
tration of  the  hiring  hall.  By  imposing  on  both  the  employers  and  rank- 
and-file  longshoremen  the  necessity  of  active  participation  in  decision- 
making  in  order  to  ensure  that  the  dispatching  system  continues  to  serve 
their  interests,  the  hiring  hall  provides  them  with  useful  experience  for  the 
larger  duties  of  citizenship. 
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Government-Operated  Halls 
The  New  York  Expedient 


The  commission  shall .  .  .  establish  hiring  practices 
and  conditions  which  will  permit  the  termination 
of  governmental  regulation  and  intervention  at  the 
earliest  opportunity. 

— Waterfront  Commission  Act.1 


With  privately  run  hiring  halls  working  successfully  in  West  Coast  ports, 
why  did  legislators  in  New  York  and  New  Jersey  deem  it  necessary  to 
carry  government  intervention  as  far  as  they  did  in  the  Port  of  New  York? 
It  will  be  recalled  that  the  Waterfront  Commission  Act,  passed  at  spe- 
cial sessions  in  the  summer  of  1953,  set  up  government-operated  hiring 
halls  and  created  a  bistate  agency  endowed  with  extraordinary  powers, 
including  the  authority  to  investigate  and  ban  from  the  longshore  industry 
not  only  men  who  seek  work  as  longshoremen,  foremen,  and  supervisors, 
but  also  those  who  wish  to  operate  stevedoring  companies. 

In  view  of  the  respect  and  prestige  our  society  accords  to  businessmen, 
it  is  indeed  a  departure  from  tradition  for  two  state  legislatures  to  enact 
laws  permitting  a  government  agency  to  demand  that  any  stevedoring 
concern  must  submit  "a  photograph  and  the  authenticated  fingerprints" 
of  anyone  holding  five  per  cent  or  more  of  the  company's  stock  before  a 
license  will  be  issued  permitting  them  to  do  business.2  The  law  represents 
a  fundamental  rejection  of  our  traditional  philosophy  that  the  proper 
scope  of  social  control  of  industry,  in  contrast  to  social  control  of  profes- 
sional services  (such  as  medicine  and  the  law) ,  is  limited  to  the  impersonal 
regulation  of  the  business  enterprise.  Never  before  has  this  philosophy 
endorsed  a  requirement  that  all  individuals  connected  with  a  regulated 
business  must  meet  a  "morals  test." 

The  Draconian  character  of  this  legislation  is  partially  explained  by 
the  monumental  extent  of  the  abuses  it  was  designed  to  correct.  The  find- 
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ings  of  the  legislatures  which  passed  the  reform  bills  can  serve  as  a 
reminder  of  the  magnitude  of  the  task  facing  the  legislators: 

The  states  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  hereby  find  and  de- 
clare that  the  conditions  under  which  waterfront  labor  is  em- 
ployed within  the  port  of  New  York  district  are  depressing  and 
degrading  to  such  labor,  resulting  from  the  lack  of  any  sys- 
tematic method  of  hiring  .  .  .  ,  corrupt  hiring  practices  and 
the  fact  that  persons  conducting  such  hiring  are  frequently 
criminals  and  persons  notoriously  lacking  in  moral  character 
and  integrity  and  neither  responsive  or  responsible  to  the  em- 
ployers nor  to  the  uncoerced  will  of  the  majority  of  the  members 
of  the  labor  organizations  of  the  employees; 

that  as  a  result  waterfront  laborers  suffer  from  irregularity 
of  employment,  fear  and  insecurity,  inadequate  earnings,  an 
unduly  high  accident  rate,  subjection  to  borrowing  at  usurious 
rates  of  interest,  exploitation  and  extortion  as  the  price  of  secur- 
ing employment  and  a  loss  of  respect  for  the  law; 

that  not  only  does  there  result  a  destruction  of  the  dignity 
of  an  important  segment  of  American  labor,  but  a  direct  encour- 
agement of  crime  which  imposes  a  levy  of  greatly  increased  costs 
of  food,  fuel  and  other  necessities  handled  in  and  through  the 
port  of  New  York  district. 

.  .  .  that  many  of  the  evils  above  described  result  .  .  .  from 
the  lack  of  regulation  of  the  occupation  of  stevedores;  that  such 
stevedores  have  engaged  in  corrupt  practices  to  induce  their 
hire  by  carriers  of  freight  by  water  and  to  induce  officers  and 
representatives  of  labor  organizations  to  betray  their  trust  to 
the  members  of  such  labor  organizations.3 

When  the  legislators  met  in  June,  almost  five  months  had  gone  by  since 
the  Crime  Commission  had  laid  bare  the  evidence  underlying  this  indict- 
ment, yet  the  shape-up  was  still  in  existence.  The  conclusion  was  inescap- 
able that  the  industry  was  not  going  to  reform  itself.  There  were  men  in 
the  industry,  of  course,  who  honestly  wanted  to  attack  basic  evils  on  the 
waterfront,  but  they  had  been  unable  to  rally  any  effective  support  for 
self-reform,  because  the  gamut  of  malefactors  who  had  a  vested  interest 
in  the  shape-up  ran  all  the  way  from  the  lowliest  loan  sharks  to  the  man- 
agers of  some  of  the  world's  largest  stevedoring  companies. 

But  it  was  not  merely  the  continued  existence  of  the  shape-up  that 
aroused  the  indignation  of  the  legislators.  The  major  irritant  was  the 
incapacity  of  either  the  employers'  association  or  the  union  to  recognize 
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that,  this  time,  they  would  have  to  do  more  than  sit  back  and  wait  for  the 
storm  of  public  criticism  to  subside  as  it  had  after  the  many  earlier  exposes. 
Even  after  the  Crime  Commission's  investigation,  the  parties  might  still 
have  been  able  to  head  off  legislative  action  if  they  had  been  more  sensi- 
tive to  the  temper  of  the  community.  True,  both  the  employers  and  the 
union  had  belatedly  offered  reform  proposals,  but  after  they  announced 
their  plans,  neither  gave  the  public  any  real  assurance  that  they  intended 
to  put  them  into  practice.  The  plans  themselves  reflected  the  industry's 
inability  to  move  with  the  times — the  reforms  suggested  by  the  parties 
were  considerably  less  than  frontal  attacks  on  the  problems  they  purported 
to  solve. 

The  Employers'  Plan 

Toward  the  end  of  the  Crime  Commission's  hearings  in  January,  the  New 
York  Shipping  Association  announced  that  they  were  willing  to  abandon 
their  traditional  insistence  on  retaining  the  shape-up.  The  employers  pro- 
posed to  divide  the  port  into  an  unspecified  number  of  districts  and  set  up 
hiring  halls,  which  they  termed  (following  the  European  nomenclature) 
"information  centres,"  in  each  district.  The  suggestion  that  these  centers 
be  operated  unilaterally  by  the  employers  made  their  plan  bear  a  superfi- 
cial resemblance  to  the  hiring  system  established  in  1921  by  Seattle 
employers,  but  other  features  of  the  proposal  revealed  that  New  York 
employers  had  not  yet  fully  accepted  the  basic  principle  of  regularizing 
longshore  employment.4 

The  labor  force  was  to  be  divided  into  three  categories.  The  first  was 
to  be  composed  of  "regular  gangs,"  which,  like  the  "company  gangs"  in 
the  Seattle  employers'  system,  were  to  be  attached  to  a  particular  pier. 
Each  regular  gang  was  to  be  given  a  port  number  and  this,  together  with 
the  name  and  social  security  number  of  the  gang  foreman,  was  to  be  regis- 
tered in  the  information  center  in  that  district.  Significantly,  these  gangs 
were  not  to  be  permanently  employed  on  their  regular  pier,  but  were 
merely  to  be  given  first  preference  in  employment.  They  were  to  be 
informed  of  jobs  for  the  following  day  by  means  of  bulletin  boards  in 
front  of  their  piers.  If  a  gang  were  not  scheduled  to  work,  the  gang  fore- 
man was  to  report  its  availability  to  the  information  center.  The  centers 
were  to  be  kept  informed  of  needs  for  gangs  throughout  the  port,  and  if 
a  gang  were  needed  in  another  area  it  could  be  sent  to  the  center  serving 
that  area.  While  the  exchange  of  gangs  between  different  employers  was 
to  be  cleared  through  the  centers,  individual  employers  were  to  be  free  to 
designate  the  specific  gangs  they  desired. 
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The  next  category  was  designated  as  "regular  extra  gangs."  These 
would  have  been  similar  to  the  Seattle  "hall  gangs"  in  that  they  were  to 
be  hired  after  the  regular  gangs,  but — and  this  would  have  been  an  impor- 
tant difference — rather  than  being  hired  from  the  center,  each  gang  was 
to  be  attached  to  a  specific  pier.  If  gang  members  were  not  needed  on  their 
regular  pier,  they  were  to  follow  the  same  procedure  as  regular  gangs. 

In  the  final  category  were  the  men  who  would  be  hired  as  individuals. 
All  these  men — dock  workers,  porters,  tractor  drivers,  and  men  for  extra 
gangs — were  to  be  hired  directly  from  the  centers.  Each  day  employers 
would  call  the  center  and  order  the  men  they  wanted  for  the  following  day. 
This  group  would  roughly  correspond  to  the  longshoremen  and  truckers 
on  the  extra  board  in  the  original  Seattle  system,  but  the  men  would  have 
had  far  less  job  security  than  their  counterparts  had  in  Foisie's  scheme, 
because  New  York  employers  were  to  select  men  from  the  hall  by  name, 
rather  than  accepting  men  sent  to  them  in  rotation. 

In  two  respects,  the  NYSA  proposal  fell  short  of  the  basic  requirements 
of  an  effective  decasualization  scheme.  First,  the  employers  said  nothing 
about  limiting  the  size  of  the  regular  labor  force  by  registering  only  the 
number  of  men  required  for  normal  port  activity;  and  second,  since  they 
rejected  this  principle,  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  equalize  the 
earnings  of  all  regular  men  by  rotating  them  among  available  jobs.  The 
provision  to  attach  "regular  extra  gangs"  to  each  pier  clearly  implies  that 
the  employers  planned  to  perpetuate  the  chronic  surplus  at  each  pier, 
while  the  stipulation  that  employers  would  be  free  to  pick  their  men  in  the 
hall  was  a  specific  rejection  of  the  rotation  principle. 

As  a  means  of  eliminating  criminals  from  the  waterfront,  the  employers 
proposed  relying  on  the  Coast  Guard  screening  program.  Every  long- 
shoreman was  to  be  required  to  carry  a  Coast  Guard  identification  card, 
and  if  a  man  were  convicted  of  larceny  or  other  crime  on  the  waterfront, 
his  card  was  to  be  revoked.  Presumably,  men  would  have  been  required 
to  have  a  card  before  they  could  work  on  commercial  cargo  as  well  as  in 
restricted  areas  of  the  port.  Parolees  were  to  be  prohibited  from  obtaining 
waterfront  employment,  and  it  was  further  proposed  that 

. .  .  under  no  circumstances  shall  an  ex-convict  be  employed 
as  Head  Foreman,  Gang  Foreman,  Clerk,  Timekeeper,  Checker 
or  in  any  other  supervisory  capacity  or  key  position,  unless  and 
until  he  furnished  proof  that  he  has  received  a  certificate  of 
good  conduct  or  that  he  has  been  pardoned. 

To  solve  the  problem  of  wildcat  strikes,  the  employers  offered  an  inter- 
esting proposal.  A  permanent  "working"  arbitrator  was  to  be  selected 
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jointly  by  the  employers  and  the  union,  and  empowered  to  assess  damages 
on  any  of  the  parties  found  by  him  to  have  caused  an  unauthorized  work 
stoppage  or  to  have  violated  the  contract.  A  fund  out  of  which  damages 
were  to  be  paid  was  to  be  established  by  "contributions  based  on  payroll 
data  to  be  made  in  equal  amounts  by  all  employers,  and  all  employees." 
Although  not  specifically  so  indicated,  this  proposal  apparently  would 
have  involved  a  deduction  from  each  longshoreman's  earnings  to  cover 
the  contributions  of  "all  employees."  If  the  employers  had  been  able  to 
put  this  proposal  into  effect,  another  precedent  in  labor-management  rela- 
tions would  have  been  set  by  the  maritime  industry.  Finally,  the  employers 
reiterated  their  insistence  that  public  loaders  be  licensed  and  bonded, 
and  that  uniform  loading  rates  be  prominently  posted  on  the  piers. 

Actually,  the  employers'  hiring  plan  would  have  provided  the  long- 
shoremen little  more  than  "a  shape-up  with  a  roof  over  it."  Since  the 
surplus  was  to  be  retained,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  other  proposals  of  the 
NYSA  would  have  protected  the  community  from  frequent  work  stoppages 
or  criminal  activity  on  the  waterfront.*  In  any  case,  reformers  were  aware 
that  a  proposal  to  establish  "information  centres"  unilaterally  operated 
by  employers  was  most  appropriately  viewed  as  being  of  historical  rather 
than  current  interest.  One  of  the  aims  of  the  reformers  was  to  enable  the 
longshoremen  to  participate  in  a  responsive  union,  and  it  was  obvious  that 
employer-operated  halls  which  contemplated  preserving  the  chronic  sur- 
plus of  labor  would  hardly  encourage  the  emergence  of  democratic 
unionism.  Thus,  the  NYSA  proposal  offered  no  permanent  solution  to 
waterfront  problems — even  if  the  employers  had  shown  a  real  interest  in 
putting  it  into  effect. 

The  ILA  Plan 

About  a  week  after  the  employers  announced  their  hiring  scheme,  the 
AFL  handed  the  International  Longshoremen's  Association  the  ultimatum 
requiring  abolition  of  the  shape-up  as  a  condition  of  remaining  in  the  fed- 
eration. ILA  officials  appointed  a  committee  to  study  alternative  hiring 
systems  and,  in  March,  the  New  York  District  Council  adopted  a  plan 
embodying  many  similarities  to  the  NYSA  proposal.5 

Under  the  ILA  plan,  the  labor  force  was  to  be  divided  into  four  cate- 
gories. The  first  were  members  of  regular  gangs — who,  like  those  in  the 
employers'  proposal,  would  be  given  first  preference  in  employment  at 


*  When  I  asked  J.  V.  Lyon  if  the  NYSA  had  ever  considered  adopting  Foisie's 
Seattle  plan,  he  replied  that  they  had  studied  the  system  (in  1940)  but  had  rejected 
it.  Lyon  added  the  comment:  "The  trouble  with  Foisie  was,  he  didn't  know  how  to 
handle  men." 
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their  regular  pier.  Next  in  order  were  "regular  extra  men,"  who  presumably 
were  to  be  replacements  for  regular  gangs,  since  they  were  to  have  priority 
in  employment  corresponding  to  that  of  the  regular  extra  gangs  in  the 
employers'  plan.  In  the  third  category,  which  had  no  precise  parallel  in 
the  NYSA  recommendations,  were  members  of  "extra  gangs"  who  were 
to  be  taken  on  after  the  first  two  groups  had  been  hired.  A  fourth  group, 
which  corresponded  to  the  third  category  in  the  employers'  proposal, 
comprised  porters,  tractor  drivers,  and  extra  men,  all  of  whom  would  be 
hired  individually.  No  mention  was  made  of  formally  registering  these 
gangs  or  individuals,  but  presumably  they  were  to  be  designated  according 
to  their  classifications  in  some  fashion. 

Like  the  employers,  the  ILA  proposed  establishing  a  series  of  hiring 
halls — which  the  ILA  termed  "employment  centers" — but  these  were  to 
be  operated  by  the  union,  although  they  would  be  financed  by  the  employ- 
ers through  contributions  to  a  "hiring  and  employment  fund."  Another 
deviation  from  the  employers'  plan  was  a  requirement  that  all  men  be 
hired  individually,  and  all  gangs — even  regular  gangs  assigned  to  specific 
piers — be  hired  through  these  centers.  Upon  completion  of  any  particular 
job,  the  men  were  to  report  back  to  the  centers.  The  union  proposed  set- 
ting up  a  six-man  board — composed  of  three  employer  members  and 
three  from  the  union — "to  handle  disputes  arising  from  classifications  and 
identification  of  gangs  or  individuals,"  but  did  not  specify  how  men  were 
to  be  hired  in  the  centers — whether  employers  would  be  allowed  to 
pick  their  men,  or  whether  some  sort  of  seniority  or  rotation  plan  was 
to  be  used. 

To  deal  with  wildcat  strikes,  the  ILA,  like  the  employers,  proposed 
arbitration,  but  the  union  did  not  endorse  the  employers'  suggestion  that 
the  arbitrator  have  authority  to  assess  damages  for  contract  violations. 
On  the  problem  of  ridding  the  waterfront  of  criminal  activity,  the  ILA 
recommendations  were  silent  and  public  loading  was  not  mentioned. 

What  impact  this  loosely  sketched  plan  might  have  had  on  the  water- 
front does  not  merit  analysis,  because  it  was  obvious  to  everyone  that  the 
ILA  hierarchy  had  no  serious  intention  of  putting  their  scheme  into  opera- 
tion. It  was  significant  that  the  vagueness  of  the  plan  showed  reformers 
that  the  union — like  the  employers — could  not  be  counted  upon  to  sug- 
gest a  useful  formula  for  combating  either  the  economic  or  social  evils 
of  the  waterfront.  Responsible  public  officials  consequently  reconciled 
themselves  to  the  necessity  of  finding  some  new  approach,  and  of  imple- 
menting it  through  legislation. 
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"There  Ought  to  Be  a  Law" 

The  revelations  of  the  Crime  Commission  had  caused  New  Yorkers  to 
tell  each  other  with  increasing  frequency  and  mounting  fervor,  "there 
ought  to  be  a  law."  After  almost  forty  years  of  ignoring  conditions  on  the 
waterfront,  the  rapidity  with  which  state  officials  met  this  demand  takes 
on  special  interest.  The  first  step  in  the  evolution  of  the  Waterfront  Com- 
mission Act  came  in  May,  when  the  Crime  Commission  issued  its  report 
outlining  its  legislative  proposals. 

The  basic  elements  of  their  plan — licensing  all  personnel  and  setting 
up  government  hiring  halls — had  been  suggested  to  the  Crime  Commis- 
sion by  Walter  P.  Hedden,  who  had  served  for  ten  years  as  director  of 
port  development  of  the  New  York  Port  Authority.6  Since  most  of  the 
staff  members  of  the  Crime  Commission  were  men  who  had,  at  best, 
only  a  limited  acquaintance  with  the  longshore  industry  before  they  began 
their  waterfront  investigation,  it  was  perhaps  to  be  expected  that  commis- 
sion members  would  give  great  weight  to  the  Port  Authority's  recommen- 
dations. Reliance  on  the  Port  Authority's  views  was  strengthened  when 
commission  members  learned  that  the  agency  had,  for  several  years,  been 
studying  waterfront  hiring  practices  in  other  ports,  "particularly  those 
in  England."7 

A  somewhat  different  approach  was  suggested  to  the  Crime  Commission 
by  a  private  citizen  whose  experience  with  the  industry  lent  weight  to  his 
recommendations.  This  was  the  "waterfront  priest" — Reverend  John  M. 
Corridan,  associate  director  of  the  Xavier  Institute  of  Industrial  Relations 
— who  submitted  a  comprehensive  plan  when  asked  by  the  Crime  Com- 
mission to  testify  about  waterfront  conditions.  The  important  differences 
between  the  two  proposals  revolved  around  the  method  by  which  the  sur- 
plus of  men  was  to  be  eliminated  and  the  basis  on  which  men  were  to  be 
hired  in  the  government  halls.8  The  Port  Authority  proposed  removing  the 
surplus  by  the  automatic  process  of  deregistering  men  if  they  failed  to 
work  or  to  report  for  work  on  at  least  forty  days  in  any  six-month  period. 
Father  Corridan  proposed  first  to  survey  the  labor  force,  then  to  assign 
men  to  the  different  job  classifications  on  the  basis  of  seniority  and,  in  this 
way,  formally  to  exclude  floaters  from  the  labor  force.  Secondly,  the  Port 
Authority  specifically  rejected  the  concept  of  hiring  men  m  rotation,  stipu- 
lating that  employers  should  be  free  to  choose  the  men  they  wanted.  Father 
Corridan  did  not  explicitly  endorse  rotation,  but  his  recommendation  that 
the  agency  operating  the  hall  be  given  authority  to  equalize  the  earnings 
of  "regular  gangs"  and  "traveling  gangs,"  and  that  extra  men  be  dispatched 
on  the  basis  of  seniority,  would  have  considerably  limited  the  employers' 
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free  choice  of  workers.  In  fact,  Father  Corridan's  plan  came  closer  to 
embodying  the  basic  features  of  Frank  Foisie's  decasualization  scheme 
than  any  of  the  other  proposals  heard  by  the  Crime  Commission. 

The  commission's  decision  to  reject  Father  Corridan's  plan  in  favor  of 
the  Port  Authority's  can  be  explained  on  several  grounds.  For  one  thing, 
the  employers  were  strongly  opposed  to  any  plan  which  restricted  their 
freedom  to  select  workers,  and  the  commission  was  interested  hi  finding  a 
workable  solution  which  stood  a  chance  of  being  accepted  with  a  minimum 
of  opposition.  Since  Father  Corridan  had  no  organized  group  to  fight  for 
his  program,  it  was  inevitable  that  his  suggestion  would  receive  less  consid- 
eration. Moreover,  his  plan  to  survey  the  entire  labor  force  would  have 
been  more  complicated  and  expensive  than  the  Port  Authority's  scheme, 
which  would  work  automatically  to  exclude  surplus  workers.  It  is  also 
possible  that  political  considerations  dictated  favoring  the  automatic  plan 
because  it  avoided  putting  the  government  in  the  position  of  culling  out 
the  labor  force.*  And  since  neither  the  union  nor  the  employers  were  will- 
ing to  undertake  the  survey  suggested  by  Father  Corridan,  the  agency 
administering  the  halls  would  have  been  put  in  the  unenviable  position  of 
having  to  decide  which  men  had  greater  seniority  and  then  having  to  force 
the  employers  to  accept  these  men  in  key  jobs. 

But  perhaps  a  more  important  disqualification  of  Father  Corridan's 
plan  was  its  resemblance  to  the  West  Coast  system.  Few  New  Yorkers 
seemed  to  know  much  about  the  hiring  system  on  the  other  side  of  the 
continent,  but  most  of  them  equated  the  idea  of  seniority  or  rotation  with 
"Harry  Bridges's  hiring  halls"  and,  consequently,  with  radicalism  and 
chronic  labor  strife — an  attitude  which  for  years  had  been  nurtured  by 
the  NYSA,  the  ILA,  and  the  New  York  press.  The  Crime  Commission 
was  highly  sensitive  to  this  public  attitude  (commission  members  them- 
selves shared  the  popular  conception  of  the  West  Coast)  and  made  every 
effort  to  keep  their  proposals  immune  from  attacks  on  this  score.  It  will 
be  recalled  that  the  statement  made  by  Harry  Bridges  to  the  Crime  Com- 
mission was  not  introduced  into  the  public  record,  and  that  no  effort  was 
made  to  obtain  testimony  from  West  Coast  employers.!  Indeed,  the  com- 
mission carefully  refrained  from  even  using  the  term  "hiring  hall,"  prefer- 
ring instead  the  designation  "employment  information  centers." 

In  view  of  the  aversion  to  the  West  Coast  system  so  widely  held  by 


*  Except,  of  course,  for  men  eliminated  on  the  basis  of  criminal  activity,  to  which 
commission  members  had  reconciled  themselves  and  which  public  opinion  supported. 

t  The  testimony  of  J.  Paul  St.  Sure,  PMA  president,  before  the  Senate  Labor  Com- 
mittee, in  which  he  expressed  the  general  satisfaction  of  West  Coast  employers  with 
their  hiring  system  was  given  in  April  but  it  received  little  publicity  in  the  New 
York  area. 
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New  Yorkers,  it  is  probable  that  even  if  Father  Corridan's  plan  had 
received  broad  backing,  its  very  resemblance  to  the  West  Coast  system 
would  have  been  enough  to  preclude  its  enactment  into  law.  Because 
hiring  practices  identified  with  the  ILWU  were  ruled  out,  the  commission 
was  left  with  little  alternative  but  to  adopt  the  Port  Authority's  proposal, 
which  was  patterned  after  systems  used  in  European  ports. 

The  next  step  in  the  evolution  of  the  Waterfront  Commission  Act  was 
taken  three  days  after  the  Crime  Commission's  recommendations  were 
made  public.  On  May  23,  Governor  Dewey  announced  that  public  hear- 
ings would  be  held  on  the  commission's  report  and  urged  any  groups  who 
had  alternative  proposals  to  appear  and  present  them: 

I  would  like  to  avoid  establishing  a  new  state  agency  to 
supervise  the  waterfront  and  its  hiring  practices  if  there  is  any 
sound  alternative.  I  believe  this  is  also  the  view  of  the  members 
of  the  Crime  Commission.  The  difficulty  is  that  no  one  has  yet 
proposed  any  other  sound  alternative.  If  there  is  a  better  solu- 
tion, I  most  earnestly  hope  it  will  be  presented  at  the  hearings.9 

The  hearings,  which  began  on  June  8,  brought  out  the  views  of  many 
divergent  groups  in  the  community.  Recommendations  were  submitted  by 
chambers  of  commerce,  the  Board  of  Trade,  the  Commerce  and  Industry 
Association,  the  president  of  the  AFL,  the  State  Federation  of  Labor, 
various  factions  in  the  ILA,  the  NYSA  and  other  shipping  and  trucking 
associations,  district  attorneys,  a  police  commissioner,  a  college  professor, 
a  Catholic  priest  (Father  Corridan),  and  a  protestant  bishop,  spokesmen 
for  the  legislative  and  executive  branches  of  the  federal  and  local  govern- 
ment, political  action  groups  such  as  Americans  for  Democratic  Action, 
the  Association  of  Catholic  Trade  Unionists,  and  civic  improvement  clubs. 
The  consensus  of  the  testimony  was  that  the  Crime  Commission's  recom- 
mendations should  be  enacted  without  delay.* 

Some  differences  of  opinion  emerged  on  procedural  questions,  but 
the  commission's  basic  approach — government-operated  halls  and  licens- 
ing of  all  personnel — was  endorsed  by  all  who  testified,  except  the  ILA, 
the  State  Federation  of  Labor,  the  manager  of  one  stevedoring  company, 
and  the  Association  of  Catholic  Trade  Unionists.  The  only  point  on  which 
this  remarkable  unanimity  showed  any  serious  signs  of  strain  was  the 
relatively  peripheral  issue  of  whether  public  loading  should  be  brought 
under  control  by  a  system  of  licensing,  as  the  crime  commission  proposed, 


*  Testimony  was  confined  almost  entirely  to  the  commission's  first  legislative  pro- 
posal. Their  second  proposal — to  legislate  standards  for  internal  administration  of 
unions — received  little  attention  since  that  bill  was  not  going  to  be  introduced  in  the 
pending  special  session  of  the  legislature. 
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or  outlawed  entirely,  as  many  speakers  urged  persuasively  in  the  hearings. 

The  ambivalent  attitude  toward  the  Crime  Commission's  bill  held  by 
some  of  its  supporters — especially  the  business  groups — came  out  in  rec- 
ommendations that,  although  immediate  enactment  of  this  legislation  was 
imperative,  it  should  be  regarded  as  necessary  only  on  a  temporary  basis. 
As  soon  as  satisfactory  labor  relations  were  established  on  the  waterfront, 
it  was  argued,  the  government  should  withdraw  from  the  industry.  The 
Crime  Commission  and  Governor  Dewey  indicated  that  they  shared  this 
view,  and  those  who  were  uncomfortable  at  finding  themselves  supporting 
such  an  extreme  form  of  government  intervention  as  the  proposed  bill 
were  apparently  mollified  by  the  assurance  that  the  temporary  nature  of 
the  legislation  would  be  explicitly  spelled  out  in  the  law. 

The  possible  effect  on  bona  fide  collective  bargaining  or  precipitating 
the  government  into  the  heart  of  the  industry  was  brought  up  by  the  ILA 
and  by  a  few  interested  outsiders.*  All  but  the  ILA  representatives,  who 
seemed  to  be  raising  this  issue  as  only  part  of  a  general  attack  on  the  pro- 
posed law,  appeared  to  be  satisfied  when  they  were  assured  that  a  specific 
statement  would  be  added  to  the  law  setting  forth  the  government's  inten- 
tion to  support,  rather  than  discourage,  representative  trade  unionism  and 
free  collective  bargaining. 

Frontal  attacks  on  the  idea  of  government-operated  halls  came  almost 
exclusively  from  the  ILA.  Sometime  between  January  and  the  governor's 
hearings  in  June,  ILA  officials  lost  their  strongest  backer  on  this  issue 
when  the  NYSA  evidently  reconciled  themselves  to  the  inevitable — in 
the  hearings,  even  the  employers  endorsed  the  principle  of  state  operation. 
Much  of  the  testimony  offered  by  ILA  spokesmen,  who  included  Wald- 
man,  Ryan,  and  Sampson,  was  a  general  protest  against  the  plan  in  its 
entirety  and  a  discounting  of  the  seriousness  of  the  waterfront  problem. 
However,  two  union  speakers  came  forward  who  fully  agreed  with  the 
Crime  Commission's  findings  as  to  the  extent  of  waterfront  corruption, 
and  who  offered  specific  remedies  which  could  be  instituted  through  col- 
lective bargaining.  The  first  of  these  speakers  was  Cleophas  Jacobs,  secre- 
tary-treasurer of  Local  968  (the  "Jim  Crow  local").  Jacobs  outlined  a 
plan  to  regularize  employment  by  setting  up  union  "employment  offices," 
from  which  men  would  be  dispatched  according  to  strict  seniority.  The 
other  was  a  spokesman  for  Anthony  Anastasia.  Asserting  that  the  Long- 


*  Interestingly  enough,  AFL  president  Meany  did  not  discuss  this  aspect  of  the 
law  in  his  testimony.  The  only  remarks  Meany  addressed  to  this  general  subject 
(aside  from  his  comments  on  the  commission's  second  bill  which  was  not  being  con- 
sidered at  that  time)  were  his  objections  to  the  proposal  to  prohibit  hiring  foremen 
and  port  watchmen  from  belonging  to  the  same  international  union  as  the  long- 
shoremen. 
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shoremen's,  Checkers'  and  Clerks'  Social  Club  was  already  proceeding 
with  plans  for  a  hiring  hall  of  its  own,  the  attorney  for  the  club  proposed 
setting  up  union  hiring  halls  to  be  managed  by  a  chairman  who  would 
be  elected  once  a  year,  with  employers  having  "a  voice  in  the  control  of 
the  hall." 

There  were  only  two  other  objections  to  government  halls.  One  came 
from  Phineas  B.  Blanchard,  manager  of  a  New  York  stevedoring  com- 
pany, who  insisted  that  the  shape-up  no  longer  worked  hardships  on  the 
men  because  the  use  of  regular  gangs  gave  them  steady  employment  and 
high  earnings.  The  other  was  voiced  by  James  Conroy  of  the  Associa- 
tion of  Catholic  Trade  Unionists,  who  generally  opposed  government 
intervention  and  who  pointed  to  genuine  reforms  accomplished  in  several 
sections  of  the  port  through  trade-union  action  on  a  local  scale.  * 

There  was  surprisingly  little  debate  on  the  Crime  Commission's  drastic 
proposal  to  license  stevedoring  companies.  The  NYSA  stood  almost  alone 
in  outright  opposition.  The  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  State  of  New 
York  was  the  only  other  organization  to  raise  an  objection,  and  their  oppo- 
sition was  focused  on  the  proposal  that  licenses  would  have  to  be  renewed 
each  year,  taking  the  position  that  it  should  be  sufficient  to  require  the 
companies  to  register,  to  file  statements  of  ownership,  and  to  maintain 
adequate  books  and  records,  in  order  to  hold  their  licenses.  Both  the 
Commerce  and  Industry  Association  and  the  New  York  Board  of  Trade 
endorsed  the  licensing  requirement  in  its  entirety.  Apparently  their  pa- 
tience with  the  NYSA  had  reached  the  breaking  point. 

Almost  everyone  concurred  in  the  commission's  recommendation  that 
longshoremen  be  registered,  but  one  procedural  feature  of  the  proposal 
received  some  criticism.  The  Crime  Commission  had  proposed  that 
"refusal  to  testify  ...  or  refusal  to  answer  any  question  relating  to 
activities  on  the  waterfront  should  constitute  sufficient  cause  for  refusing 
or  cancelling  registration"  in  the  hiring  halls.  Opposition  to  this  proposal 
brought  together  some  strange  bedfellows.  In  addition  to  the  ILA  hier- 
archy (who  opposed  registration  in  general),  two  district  attorneys,  the 
Americans  for  Democratic  Action,  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  and  AFL  President  George  Meany  raised  specific 
objections  to  this  basis  for  excluding  men  from  the  industry.  Frank  Hogan, 
district  attorney  for  New  York  County,  gave  the  most  eloquent  statement 
of  their  position: 


*  Of  all  the  people  I  interviewed  in  New  York  in  1951  and  1952,  the  only  person 
who  recognized  that  West  Coast  hiring  halls  were  operating  satisfactorily,  and  who 
felt  that  New  York  could  profit  from  the  West  Coast  experience,  was  a  national 
officer  of  the  Association  of  Catholic  Trade  Unionists. 
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I  think  it  would  be  a  deviation  from  something  that  is  in- 
grained in  the  American  concept  of  jurisprudence.  ...  As 
much  as  I  sympathize  with  the  desire  of  the  Commission  to 
get  the  information — you  must  believe  me  that  I  have  the  same 
problem  every  day,  and  sometimes  wish  that  I  could  cut  corners 
too — but  I  think  it  would  be  a  deprivation  of  their  civil  rights 
and  that  the  Legislature  should  not  sanction  it.10 

The  crucial  question  of  whether  employers  should  be  free  to  select 
their  workers  received  less  attention  in  the  hearings  than  any  other 
procedural  questions.  The  possibility  that  giving  employers  complete 
freedom  of  choice  might  perpetuate  a  surplus  and  mean  low  earnings  for 
many  registered  men  was  recognized  by  very  few  of  those  who  testified  in 
the  hearings.  Father  Corridan,  Cleophas  Jacobs,  and  James  Conroy  all 
implied  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  strengthen  the  job  security  of  regis- 
tered longshoremen  when  they  proposed  that  men  be  hired  on  a  basis  of 
seniority.  The  idea  of  hiring  in  rotation — the  basic  ingredient  hi  the  suc- 
cess of  the  West  Coast  system — met  with  formidable  opposition  and  had 
only  two  supporters. 

One  of  these  supporters  was  the  spokesman  for  Anthony  Anastasia 
whose  plan  for  union-operated  halls  gave  employers  the  right  to  hire  reg- 
ular gangs,  but  required  them  to  accept  all  other  workers  in  rotation.  The 
only  other  advocate  of  this  view,  the  City  Club  of  New  York,  stated  the 
case  for  rotation  most  articulately: 

The  essential  logic  of  the  plan  is  that  it  will  encourage  employ- 
ers to  try  to  hire  the  best  men  and  keep  them  employed,  making 
whatever  arrangements  are  necessary  to  build  the  proper  rela- 
tionship between  employer  and  employee.  If  an  employer  does 
not  do  this,  he  must  take  his  chances  on  the  rotation  system. 
If  an  employee,  on  the  other  hand,  feels  that  he  is  not  being 
adequately  employed  by  a  regular  employer,  he  too  can  quit 
his  regular  employer  and  take  his  chance  on  the  rotation 
system.11 

On  the  other  hand,  the  NYSA  insisted  that  to  operate  efficiently  employers 
must  be  free  to  select,  not  only  regular  gangs,  but  all  other  employees  as 
well.  This  position  was  supported  by  Walter  Hedden  of  the  Port  Authority, 
who  argued  that  rotation  was  unnecessary  because  it  was  anticipated  that 
the  Crime  Commission's  proposed  plan  would  automatically  bring  the 
number  of  longshoremen  eligible  for  employment  down  from  36,000  to 
about  25,000.  Both  Hedden  and  the  NYSA  were  convinced  that  25,000 
men  could  earn  adequate  wages  and,  at  the  same  time,  handle  all  the  work 
of  the  port.18 
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The  Waterfront  Commission  Act 

Thus  the  hearings  ended  without  providing  Governor  Dewey  with  an 
acceptable  alternative  to  the  Crime  Commission's  recommendations, 
drastic  as  these  were.  Immediate  action  was  dictated  by  the  overwhelming 
support  for  the  commission's  bill,  and  by  the  end  of  the  month  the  Water- 
front Commission  Act  was  placed  on  the  statute  books.  In  view  of  the 
almost  complete  mandate  given  legislators  to  adopt  the  Crime  Commis- 
sion's plan  without  amendment,  the  efforts  made  by  the  drafters  of  the 
final  bill  to  accommodate  the  few  dissenters  who  had  come  forward  in 
the  hearings  were  remarkable.  Understandably,  no  compromise  was  made 
in  the  substantive  issues  involved — the  legislators  ignored  the  ILA's  oppo- 
sition to  government  halls  and  the  NYSA's  opposition  to  licensing  steve- 
dores. The  legislators  also  chose  to  abolish  outright  the  practice  of  public 
loading,  rather  than  to  license  public  loaders  as  the  Crime  Commission 
had  urged.  But  the  language  of  the  law  reflected  a  genuine  attempt  to 
meet  almost  all  procedural  objections  raised  in  the  hearings.  Those  who 
had  urged  that  the  law  be  considered  temporary  were  reassured  by  a  spe- 
cific provision  that  government  intervention  should  be  terminated  at  the 
earliest  possible  time.  Fears  that  the  legislation  might  be  administered 
in  a  way  which  would  adversely  affect  bona  fide  trade  unionism  were  given 
consideration  in  a  provision  in  the  law  specifically  endorsing  collective 
bargaining,  and  including  the  language  that  "nothing  in  this  compact  shall 
be  construed  to  limit  in  any  way  the  right  of  employees  to  strike."13  The 
most  objectionable  features  of  the  proposed  registration  and  licensing 
procedure  were  modified  in  two  ways.  The  stipulation  that  longshoremen 
be  deregistered  if  they  refused  to  testify  about  waterfront  activities  was 
omitted  from  the  law,  and  the  chamber  of  commerce's  reservations  about 
licensing  stevedoring  companies  were  met  by  allowing  licenses  to  run  for 
two  years,  rather  than  one. 

Even  on  the  question  of  whether  employers  should  enjoy  unrestricted 
freedom  to  choose  their  employees  in  the  hiring  halls,  the  legislatures 
adopted  a  far  more  flexible  position  than  the  Crime  Commission  had  rec- 
ommended. The  commission's  bill  had  provided  that  "employers  should 
be  entitled  to  designate  such  registered  dock  workers  as  they  may  desire,"14 
but  the  new  law  pointedly  omitted  such  a  guarantee: 

This  compact  is  not  designed  and  shall  not  be  construed  to 
limit  in  any  way  any  rights  ...  to  bargain  collectively  and 
agree  upon  any  method  of  selection  of  such  employees  by  way 
of  seniority,  experience,  regular  gangs  or  otherwise."15 
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Specific  instructions  to  future  administrators  of  the  employment  infor- 
mation centers  were  limited  to  ordering  them  to  adopt  policies  "to  the 
end  that  longshoremen  and  port  watchmen  shall  have  the  maximum 
information  as  to  available  employment  .  .  .  and  to  the  end  that  employ- 
ers shall  have  an  adequate  opportunity  to  fill  their  requirements,"10  and  to 
permit  the  establishment  of  convenient  facilities  for  cashing  longshore- 
men's paychecks.*  Thus  the  law  leaves  the  union  and  the  employers  free 
to  work  with  the  staff  of  the  hiring  halls  in  developing  whatever  kind  of 
hiring  system  they  desire,  limited  only  by  the  requirement  that  men  be 
hired  through  the  halls. 

Expenses  of  operating  the  centers  are  to  be  met  by  assessing  employers' 
gross  payrolls  at  a  rate,  not  to  exceed  two  per  cent,  which  should  yield 
sufficient  revenue  (about  two  million  dollars)  to  finance  the  Waterfront 
Commission's  annual  budget.  For  several  reasons,  this  arrangement  com- 
mended itself  to  the  legislators.  It  gives  the  employers  a  direct  incentive 
to  help  find  the  most  efficient  system  of  operating  the  centers  so  as  to  keep 
expenses  to  a  minimum,  and  it  prevents  the  NYSA  from  developing  a 
vested  interest  in  preserving  government  operation,  which  they  might  if 
the  state  were  paying  the  bill.  This  arrangement  also  strikes  at  another 
waterfront  evil.  The  practice  of  keeping  incomplete  financial  records  had 
made  it  easy  for  many  stevedoring  concerns  to  cover  up  bribery  and  cor- 
ruption of  union  officials  and  shipping-company  representatives  (and,  one 
suspects,  to  evade  payment  of  income  taxes).  Under  its  power  to  levy 
assessments  on  employers'  payrolls,  the  Waterfront  Commission  is  now 
authorized  to  require  that 

every  person  subject  to  the  payment  of  assessment  here- 
under  shall  keep  an  accurate  record  of  his  employment  of  long- 
shoremen, pier  superintendents,  hiring  agents,  or  port  watch- 
men, which  shall  show  the  amount  of  compensation  paid  and 
such  other  information  as  the  commission  may  require.  Such 
records  shall  be  preserved  for  a  period  of  three  years  and  be 
open  for  inspection  at  reasonable  times.17 

Controlling  the  longshore  industry  by  keeping  its  financial  records 
under  close  surveillance  is,  to  be  sure,  a  radical  departure  from  past  prac- 
tices on  the  New  York  waterfront,  but  it  is  not  in  this  arrangement  that 
the  significant  break  with  tradition  appears.  After  all,  other  regulated 
industries  in  the  United  States  have  to  open  their  books  to  representa- 
tives of  administrative  agencies.  The  truly  unique  features  of  the  law  are 


*  The  law  required  that  wage  payments  be  made  either  by  check  or,  if  by  cash, 
only  when  evidenced  by  a  written  voucher  receipted  by  the  person  to  whom  cash  was 
paid.  N.Y.  Laws  (1953),  chap.  882,  XII  4. 
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found  in  its  licensing  provisions,  which  add  a  new  dimension  to  the  usual 
standards  of  firms  operating  in  publicly  regulated  industries.  Normally, 
a  regulatory  agency  determines  that  applicants  for  licenses  "possess  good 
character  and  integrity"  on  the  basis  of  standard  character  references  and 
evidence  of  financial  responsibility.  The  commission's  requirement  that 
persons  holding  as  little  as  five  per  cent  of  a  stevedoring  company's  stock 
must  submit  fingerprints  and  photographs  suggests  the  far-reaching  char- 
acter of  this  new  dimension.  If  a  stevedore  has  ever  been  convicted  of 
treason,  murder,  manslaughter,  a  felony,  or  a  variety  of  misdemeanors 
(such  as  drug  addiction) ,  or  if  he  attempts  to  violate  the  Waterfront  Com- 
mission Act,  he  must  submit  to  the  commission  evidence  of  good  conduct 
for  the  preceding  five  years  before  his  company  can  hold  a  license.  In 
addition,  stevedoring  companies  can  be  refused  permission  to  operate  if 
they  are  discovered  attempting  to  bribe  either  a  shipping-company  repre- 
sentative or  a  union  official  at  any  time  "after  July  1,  1953. "18 

The  conditions  under  which  pier  superintendents  and  hiring  foremen 
can  be  barred  from  the  waterfront  are  even  more  stringent  than  those 
applicable  to  employers.  In  general,  the  Waterfront  Commission  is  em- 
powered to  demand  from  applicants  for  licenses  any  facts  and  evidence 
"as  may  be  required  by  the  commission  to  ascertain  the  character,  integ- 
rity, and  identity  of  the  prospective  licensee."19  Men  may  be  disqualified 
from  holding  these  jobs  for  all  the  reasons  which  apply  to  stevedores  but, 
in  addition,  hiring  foremen  and  superintendents  can  be  barred  from  the 
industry  if  they  have  received  kickbacks,  if  they  have  coerced  longshore- 
men to  make  purchases  from  or  to  utilize  the  services  of  any  person,  or  if 
they  have  loaned  money  to  or  borrowed  money  from  a  longshoreman 
where  interest  was  charged. 

It  is  significant  that,  unlike  the  protection  afforded  stevedores,  the  law 
includes  no  statute  of  limitations  for  offenses  disqualifying  hiring  foremen 
and  superintendents.  The  absence  of  any  language  clearly  prohibiting  an 
ex  post  facto  ruling  in  cases  involving  these  men  may  permit  the  Water- 
front Commission  to  exclude  them  for  past  actions,  and  other  provisions 
of  the  law  suggest  that  the  legislators  may  have  intended  to  enable  the 
commission  to  do  so.  The  relevant  provisions  state  that  "it  shall  be  suffi- 
cient to  prove  only  a  single  act  (or  a  single  holding  out  or  attempt)  pro- 
hibited by  law,  without  having  to  prove  a  general  course  of  conduct,  in 
order  to  prove  a  violation,"  and  furthermore,  that  "this  compact  shall 
be  liberally  construed  to  eliminate  the  evils  described  therein."20 

In  addition  to  the  probe  revolving  around  past  and  present  criminal 
behavior,  hiring  foremen  and  superintendents  must  meet  two  more  tests. 
They  are  prohibited  from  belonging  to  a  union  which  represents  longshore- 
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men  or  port  watchmen,*  and  they  are  disqualified  if  it  is  determined  that 

the  prospective  licensee  knowingly  or  wilfully  advocates  the 
desirability  of  overthrowing  or  destroying  the  government  of  the 
United  States  by  force  or  violence  or  shall  be  a  member  of  a 
group  which  advocates  such  desirability,  knowing  the  purpose 
of  such  group  includes  such  advocacy.21 

Ironically,  the  group  in  whose  behalf  the  Waterfront  Commission  Act 
was  presumably  drafted — the  longshoremen — are  required  to  meet  more 
stringent  tests  than  any  other  group  in  the  industry.  The  arrangements  for 
screening  longshoremen  are  described  in  different  language — here  the 
references  are  to  "registration"  rather  than  licensing — but  the  practical 
effect  is  identical.  The  Waterfront  Commission  can  require  from  long- 
shoremen any  "facts  and  evidence  as  the  commission  may  prescribe  to 
establish  the  identity  of  such  persons  and  his  criminal  record,  if  any."82 
Longshoremen  may  be  declared  ineligible  for  registration  because  of  past 
crimes  or  misdemeanors  on  all  the  same  grounds  as  employers  and  super- 
visory employees.  They  are  also  subject  to  the  same  political  test  as  that 
applicable  to  supervisory  employees.  For  longshoremen,  however,  there 
are  two  additional  qualifications.  A  man  can  be  deregistered 

whose  presence  at  the  piers  or  other  waterfront  terminals  .  .  . 
is  found  by  the  commission  on  the  basis  of  the  facts  and  evidence 
before  it,  to  constitute  a  danger  to  the  public  peace  or  safety.23 

He  may  also  lose  his  registration  if  he  is  found  to  be  guilty  of 

wilful  commission  of  or  wilful  attempt  to  commit  at  or  on  a 
waterfront  terminal  or  adjacent  highway  any  act  of  physical 
injury  to  any  other  person  or  of  wilful  damage  to  or  misappro- 
priation of  any  other  person's  property,  unless  justified  or  ex- 
cused by  law.24 

It  is  true  that  the  same  article  of  the  law  which  sets  forth  these  two 
provisions  specifies  that  none  of  these  licensing  requirements  are  to  be 
construed  to  limit  in  any  way  the  right  of  workers  to  organize,  to  bargain 
collectively,  or  to  strike.  It  is  also  true  that  at  the  time  the  law  was  passed 
the  legislators  may  well  have  viewed  these  two  provisions  as  arming  the 
commission  with  means  to  prosecute  public  loaders  and  to  protect  long- 
shoremen from  being  coerced  by  other  longshoremen  or  union  officials 
who  were  antagonistic  to  the  new  hiring  arrangements.  But  this  screening 


*  The  language  of  the  law  does  not  prohibit  foremen  from  joining  a  separate  union, 
even  if  it  is  connected  with  the  same  congress  or  federation  as  that  of  the  other  two 
groups,  but  clearly  rules  out  affiliation  with  the  same  international.  Other  licensing 
requirements  for  port  watchmen  are  almost  identical  with  those  for  hiring  foremen. 
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program  suffers  from  the  same  weaknesses  as  other  screening  programs 
— loosely  drawn  standards  are  often  subject  to  widely  differing  interpre- 
tations depending  on  the  circumstances.  If  the  AFL  organizing  campaign 
on  the  waterfront  meets  with  resistance  from  ILA  members  and  the  port 
is  tied  up  while  the  two  factions  battle  it  out,  is  it  not  possible  that  a  leader 
of  an  unpopular  faction  might  seem  to  commission  members  to  constitute 
"a  danger  to  the  public  peace  and  safety"?  And  drawing  a  parallel  from 
the  West  Coast  experience,  did  it  not  seem  to  some  people  that  certain 
Seattle  longshoremen  were  inflicting  "wilful  damage  to  ...  other  per- 
sons' property"  during  the  turbulent  period  when  quickie  strikes  and  job 
action  were  almost  daily  occurrences? 

Although  this  legislation  was  viewed  in  1953  as  a  temporary  expedient, 
our  experience  with  other  "temporary"  legislation  has  shown  that  laws 
once  enacted  tend  to  endure.  This  legislation  may  remain  on  the  books 
long  after  the  public  has  forgotten  the  sympathy  it  felt  for  the  exploited 
longshoremen  when  the  law  was  passed.  If  prolonged  and  costly  work 
stoppages  occur  in  the  future,  members  of  the  Waterfront  Commission 
may  be  subjected  to  such  strong  public  pressure  that  they  will  be  forced 
to  place  different  interpretations  on  these  registration  provisions  than  the 
lawmakers  intended.  It  is  less  likely  that  the  legislative  intent  will  be  per- 
verted with  respect  to  stevedores,  but  again  drawing  on  the  West  Coast 
experience,  we  have  seen  that  bitter  quarrels  over  policy  decisions  can 
arise  among  members  of  an  employers'  association.  Furthermore,  "free 
riders"  are  no  more  popular  among  organized  employers  than  among 
organized  workers.  A  strong  employers'  association  could  conceivably  use 
the  numerous  licensing  requirements  in  the  law  to  harass  a  nonconforming 
firm  in  order  to  "bring  it  into  line."  In  1953,  several  stevedores  operating 
in  New  York  were  either  outside  the  New  York  Shipping  Association,  or 
were  not  subject  to  its  discipline. 

Given  the  range  of  possible  interpretations  which  might  be  read  into 
the  licensing  requirements,  the  procedures  open  to  persons  who  want  to 
appeal  a  decision  of  the  commission  take  on  special  significance.  It  is 
encouraging  that  the  procedural  safeguards  outlined  in  the  law  appear  to 
afford  considerably  more  protection  to  appellants  than  those  provided  in 
most  screening  programs. 

The  commission  is  required  to  give  not  less  than  10  days  notice  of  its 
intention  to  revoke  a  license  or  registration,  and  to  state  the  reasons  for 
its  action.  It  is,  however,  empowered  to  suspend  persons  temporarily 
if  the  commission  believes  that  retention  of  the  license  or  registration 
"would  be  inimical  to  the  public  peace  and  safety."25  No  one's  license  or 
registration  is  to  be  revoked,  nor  is  an  application  to  be  denied,  without 

200 


a  hearing  in  which  the  aggrieved  person  may  be  represented  by  counsel. 
The  commission  has  the  power  to  issue  subpoenas  and  to  administer  oaths 
hi  connection  with  these  hearings,  but  is  also  required  to  issue  subpoenas 
"at  the  request  of  and  upon  behalf  of  the  licensee,  registrant  or  applicant."26 
Furthermore,  and  this  is  an  exceptional  privilege  in  such  proceedings,  the 
person  being  "tried"  is  entitled  to  cross-examine  witnesses  against  him.27 
Hearing  officers  are  not  bound  by  common  law  or  statutory  rules  of  evi- 
dence and,  as  already  noted,  the  legislators  instructed  the  commission  that 
the  law  is  to  be  interpreted  liberally.  However,  any  person  against  whom 
an  adverse  finding  is  made  has  the  right  of  judicial  review.  By  establishing 
these  eminently  reasonable  appeal  procedures,  the  lawmakers  made  a 
genuine  attempt  to  protect  persons  against  arbitrary  action  by  the  Water- 
front Commission,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  these  procedures 
will  prove  inadequate  protection  under  normal  conditions. 

The  New  York  waterfront,  however,  appears  to  be  headed  for  unsettled 
times.  American  labor  history  is  replete  with  examples  of  industrial  dis- 
putes engendering  such  peculiarly  violent  reactions  that  it  is  possible,  if 
not  probable,  that  procedural  safeguards — however  reasonable — may  not 
always  give  men  who  become  highly  unpopular  with  the  public  the  pro- 
tection they  would  enjoy  if  the  grant  of  authority  to  the  commission  had 
been  more  clearly  delineated.  When  emotions  are  running  high,  the  impact 
on  the  ability  of  the  union  to  use  its  traditional  weapons  may  be  similarly 
restricted.  In  labor-management  disputes,  timing  is  often  of  great  impor- 
tance. If,  under  some  unique  set  of  circumstances,  a  key  group  of  men 
are  found  to  be  "inimical  to  the  public  peace  and  safety,"  and  these  men 
are  suddenly  told  that  they  no  longer  have  the  right  to  pursue  their  activities 
on  the  waterfront,  their  right  to  cross-examine  witnesses  in  hearings  10 
days  later,  and  to  obtain  judicial  review  of  a  commission  decision  months 
later,  may  not  be  fully  meaningful.  Perhaps  such  a  pessimistic  view  of  the 
Waterfront  Commission's  ability  to  withstand  public  pressure  is  unwar- 
ranted, but  only  time  will  tell. 

Having  done  their  best  to  provide  as  fair  treatment  to  stevedores, 
supervisory  personnel,  and  longshoremen  as  seemed  compatible  with 
the  reform  plan,  the  legislators  evidently  were  unable  to  restrain  them- 
selves from  taking  a  back-handed  swipe  at  the  one  remaining  waterfront 
group  who  was  responsible  for  much  of  the  trouble  in  the  port — the  ILA 
hierarchy.  The  provisions  of  the  Waterfront  Commission  Act  which  deal 
directly  with  the  union  made  no  apparent  attempt  to  treat  this  group 
fairly  or,  it  would  appear,  even  constitutionally.  The  act  declares  it  to  be 
unlawful  for  any  person  to  solicit  or  collect  dues  from  registered  long- 
shoremen on  behalf  of  any  labor  organization 
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if  any  officer  or  agent  of  such  organization  has  been  convicted 
...  of  a  felony  unless  he  has  been  subsequently  pardoned 
...  or  has  received  a  certificate  of  good  conduct  from  the 
board  of  parole.28 

The  legislators  were  undoubtedly  aware  that  this  section,  if  enforced, 
would  more  than  likely  precipitate  a  substantial  amount  of  litigation  with- 
out seriously  curtailing  the  activities  of  the  ILA,  but  perhaps  they  felt  that 
its  mere  presence  in  the  statute  might  have  a  deterrent  effect  on  the  union 
while  New  Yorkers  waited  for  the  AFL  to  expel  the  ILA  and  establish  a 
new  union.  The  whole  section  has  the  appearance  of  having  been  tacked 
on  almost  as  an  afterthought — the  Waterfront  Commission  is  not  charged 
with  enforcing  it,  and  it  is  quite  out  of  character  with  the  general  approach 
of  the  other  features  of  the  law. 

A  Shape-up  With  a  Roof  Over  It? 

The  licensing  provisions  of  the  act  seem  to  be  well  designed  for  the  job 
of  eliminating  from  the  waterfront  many  persons  who  have  practiced 
abuses  under  the  shape-up,  but  it  is  difficult  to  predict  how  well  the  law 
will  cure  the  basic  condition  which  gave  rise  to  these  waterfront  evils — 
the  insecure  employment  and  low  earnings  of  many  longshoremen.  That 
few,  if  any,  New  Yorkers  were  aware  of  the  complexities  inherent  in  the 
task  of  putting  an  effective  decasualization  scheme  into  operation  was 
clearly  revealed  both  in  the  Crime  Commission's  recommendations  and 
in  the  testimony  given  in  the  Dewey  hearings.  New  York  reformers  could 
have  profited  from  the  lessons  the  longshore  industry  has  learned  in 
Seattle.  As  early  as  1921,  Seattle  employers  saw  that,  if  regular  longshore- 
men were  to  have  any  real  job  security,  stevedores  would  have  to  give  up 
their  freedom  to  select  individual  workers  from  the  hiring  hall,  the  nucleus 
of  the  labor  force  would  have  to  be  carefully  limited  to  a  very  small  part 
of  the  total  number  of  men  hired  in  the  course  of  a  year,  and  finally  that 
many  casual  workers  were  still  going  to  be  needed  and  would  play  an 
important  part  in  the  industry. 

The  reform  proposal  which  won  out  in  New  York  is  predicated  on  the 
belief  that  in  the  course  of  operation,  the  employment  centers  will  auto- 
matically produce  a  registered  labor  force  of  about  25,000  men,  and  on 
an  assumption  that  this  number  of  men  will  be  able  to  earn  adequate 
incomes  and  perform  all  necessary  work  of  the  port.  This  means  reducing 
the  number  of  men  eligible  to  work  as  longshoremen  to  about  two-thirds 
of  the  number  who  have  worked  on  the  waterfront  in  any  recent  year. 
But,  paradoxically,  if  longshoring  in  Seattle  is  comparable  to  longshoring 
in  New  York — and  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt  this  assumption — 25,000 
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men  are  almost  certainly  too  large  a  regular  labor  force  to  enable  all  men 
to  earn  adequate  incomes,  and  too  small  a  total  labor  force  to  handle  all 
work  of  the  port  in  a  12-month  period.  Years  of  experience  with  a  hiring 
hall  hi  a  casual-labor  market  have  taught  Seattle  employers  and  the  union 
that  having  a  regular  labor  force  of  more  than  about  1 ,400  men  would 
result  in  low  earnings,  "unemployment  claims  and  dissatisfaction."  But  the 
1,400  registered  men  (70  per  cent  of  whom  earned  $4,000  or  more  in 
1951)  represent  only  one-fourth  of  the  total  number  who  work  in  the 
port  during  the  year.  In  fact,  a  comparison  of  the  earnings  of  all  men 
who  worked  in  each  port  reveals  that,  contrary  to  the  notion  that  a  hiring 
hall  eliminates  the  need  for  casual  workers,  Seattle  hired  a  higher  per- 
centage of  casual  workers  than  New  York  did  under  the  shape-up  (60 
per  cent  as  compared  with  50  per  cent). 

TABLE  8 

ANNUAL  EARNINGS  OF  LONGSHOREMEN 
SEATTLE,  1951,  AND  NEW  YORK,  1950 


SEATTLE 

NEW  YORK 

Annual  earnings 

Per  cent  Cumulative 

Per  cent   Cumulative 

in  dollars 

Number 

of  total    percentage 

Number 

of  total      percentage 

5,000  and  over 

883 

14.9           14.9 

692 

1.9             1.9 

4,000  to  4,999 

529 

8.9           23.8 

2,519 

6.9             8.8 

3,000  to  3,999 

360 

6.1           29.9 

5,636 

15.4           24.2 

2,000  to  2,999 

249 

4.2           34.1 

4,958 

13.6           37.8 

1,000  to  1,999 

323 

5.5           39.6 

4,208 

11.5           49.3 

0  to     999 

3,576 

60.4         100.0 

18,527 

50.7         100.0 

Total 

5,920 

100.0             — 

36,540 

100.0              — 

Source:  Payroll  records,  Washington  Area,  Pacific  Maritime  Association;  Board 
of  Inquiry,  p.  54. 

The  Seattle  experience  suggests  that  many  more  casual  workers  than 
was  anticipated  by  the  Port  Authority  will  be  needed  on  the  New  York 
waterfront  from  time  to  time.  Fortunately,  the  law  authorizes  the  commis- 
sion to  give  temporary  registration  to  casual  workers  if  additional  workers 
are  needed  at  any  time,  and,  presumably,  the  rigid  licensing  requirements 
will  be  suspended  for  workers  who  are  hired  on  this  basis.29  However,  if 
casual  workers  are  to  be  hired  more  or  less  regularly,  the  question  arises 
whether  25,000  is  actually  the  optimum  number  of  men  to  keep  perma- 
nently registered.  It  has  been  demonstrated  that  the  total  amount  of  work 
in  the  port  in  a  typical  recent  year  was  only  enough  to  provide  about 
14,000  longshoremen  with  full-time  employment.30  If  25,000  men  are 
registered  and  hired  at  the  discretion  of  hiring  foremen,  the  effect  on  the 
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earnings  and  job  security  of  many  longshoremen  is  obvious.  The  solution 
to  the  problem  is  equally  apparent — the  regular  men  must  be  protected 
against  the  competition  of  casual  workers,  whether  permanently  or  tem- 
porarily registered,  through  some  system  of  job  priority  such  as  seniority 
or  rotation.  If  hiring  foremen  who  have  roughly  14,000  jobs  to  dispense 
can  choose  among  25,000  men  or  more,  it  is  inevitable  that  private 
"arrangements"  will  continue  to  be  made  between  foremen  and  workers, 
even  if  the  formal  hiring  takes  place  in  a  government-operated  hall.  A  New 
York  employment  information  center  will  then  be  little  more  than  "a 
shape-up  with  a  roof  over  it." 

Thus  the  ultimate  solution  to  the  basic  problem  still  rests  with  the  em- 
ployers and  the  union.  The  rules  they  agree  on  can  spell  the  success  or 
failure  of  the  whole  scheme.  The  technical  administration  of  whatever 
hiring  arrangements  are  adopted  presents  no  insuperable  problems, 
because  the  Waterfront  Commission  staff  has  the  advantage  of  being  able 
to  draw  on  the  West  Coast  experience  and  experience  gained  by  the  New 
York  State  Employment  Service  in  operating  hiring  halls  in  three  different 
industries  where  employment,  although  not  as  irregular  as  in  longshor- 
ing,  is  intermittent.31  The  problems  confronting  the  managers  of  these 
halls  are  similar  to  those  facing  the  Waterfront  Commission,  and  the  appar- 
ent success  of  the  employment  service  halls  indicates  that  the  dispatching 
job  confronting  the  Waterfront  Commission  presents  no  unique  problems. 

Several  features  of  the  waterfront  reform  augur  well  for  the  ultimate 
adoption  of  dispatching  rules  which  will  give  meaningful  job  security  to 
the  men.  For  one  thing,  the  law  gives  the  longshoremen  a  better  chance 
to  obtain  a  bona  fide  union  than  they  have  had  for  thirty  years.  Whether 
this  union  will  be  a  rejuvenated  ILA  or  a  new  AFL  union  is  less  important 
than  the  emergence  of  a  representative  union.  The  screening  features  of 
the  law  should  remove  from  the  waterfront  many  of  the  strong-arm  men 
who  have,  in  the  past,  been  used  by  the  employers  and  the  ILA  hierarchy 
to  keep  the  longshoremen  in  line,  and  the  establishment  of  1 3  hiring  halls 
in  the  port  makes  it  a  logical  development  for  the  present  3 1  ILA  locals  to 
be  consolidated  into  1 3  which  will  serve  the  men  attached  to  each  hiring 
hall.  Although  the  men  working  in  regular  gangs  will  not  be  reporting  into 
the  halls  regularly,  the  rest  of  the  men  will  be  brought  together  in  the 
halls  almost  daily  and  will  have  more  communication  with  each  other  than 
they  were  ever  able  to  achieve  under  the  shape-up  and  the  gerrymandered 
structure  of  the  old  ILA.  Since  both  the  men  in  regular  gangs  and  the  men 
hired  in  the  modified  shape-up  in  the  halls  will  still  have  only  a  tenuous 
claim  on  jobs,  they  will  have  a  strong  incentive  to  push  for  reforms  in  their 
union  in  order  to  bargain  for  more  satisfactory  dispatching  rules. 
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Thus  it  seems  likely  that  the  union  will  ultimately  embark  on  a  cam- 
paign for  rotary  hiring  similar  to  the  drive  the  ILWU  and  other  maritime 
unions  launched  in  the  1930's.  The  response  of  the  employers  will  largely 
determine  whether,  under  the  Waterfront  Commission  Act,  the  New  York 
waterfront  is  to  be  peaceful  or  turbulent.  The  past  behavior  of  the  employ- 
ers indicates  that  they  may  put  up  strong  resistance,  but  there  appears  to 
be  some  basis  for  thinking  that  their  policies  may  change.  The  act  will 
presumably  relieve  the  industry  of  some  of  the  corrupt  practices  which 
gave  many  stevedores  a  vested  interest  in  opposing  reform,  and  those 
stevedores  who  want  to  conduct  their  affairs  according  to  accepted  stand- 
ards of  legitimate  and  responsible  business  practice  may  in  the  future 
be  able  to  exercise  greater  influence  in  the  employers'  association.  It  seems 
reasonable  to  expect  this  group  will  have  the  intelligence  to  take  advan- 
tage of  the  lessons  learned  on  the  West  Coast,  and  that  they  will  reach 
the  same  conclusion  Seattle  employers  reached  thirty  years  ago — that 
the  unique  nature  of  longshoring  makes  it  impossible  for  the  men  to  have 
decent  working  conditions  unless  the  employers  accept  some  sort  of 
priority  system  of  hiring,  whether  it  be  seniority  or  rotation. 

Once  a  responsible  union  and  a  responsible  employers'  association 
evolve  and  reach  agreement  on  this  principle,  the  next  step  will  be  to  begin 
retiring  the  government  from  the  industry.  The  Seattle  experience  shows 
the  positive  advantages  to  both  parties  (and  to  the  community)  when  the 
employers  and  the  workers  in  the  industry  face  up  to,  and  solve,  their 
own  problems.  When  the  employers  and  union  in  New  York  reach  a  level 
of  maturity  where  they  are  capable  of  handling  their  own  affairs,  New 
York  stevedores  and  longshoremen  will  finally  be  able  to  enjoy  the  self- 
respect  and  dignity  their  counterparts  on  the  West  Coast  have  enjoyed 
for  years. 
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Recent  Developments 


As  1955  began,  I  found  that  the  fifteen  months  then  ended,  crowded 
though  they  were  with  dramatic  events,  had  wrought  no  meaningful 
changes  on  either  of  the  two  waterfronts.  In  Seattle,  longshoremen  were 
being  dispatched  to  their  jobs  from  the  hiring  hall  and  the  "new  look" 
phase  of  labor-management  relations  was  moving  quietly  into  its  seventh 
year.  In  New  York,  the  hopefully  awaited  AFL  organizers  had  come  and 
gone  and  the  Waterfront  Commission  Act  had  been  in  effect  for  a  year, 
but  longshoremen  were  still  shaping  up  for  work  each  morning  and  still 
paying  their  union  dues  to  the  ILA.  With  few  exceptions,  the  same  ILA 
officials  and  employers  whose  conduct  had  aroused  the  public  demand  for 
waterfront  reform  were  doing  business  as  usual,  circumventing  the  law 
whenever  possible. 

Incredibly,  the  AFL  managed  to  throw  away  one  of  the  most  favorable 
organizing  opportunities  ever  presented  to  a  union.  The  New  York  long- 
shore agreement  expired  on  September  30,  1953 — a  week  after  the  AFL 
convention  expelled  the  discredited  ILA — and  Joseph  Ryan  hurried  back 
from  his  defeat  hi  St.  Louis  to  try  to  persuade  the  employers  to  sign  a 
new  agreement  immediately.  Under  NLRB  rules,  this  would  have  pre- 
cluded a  representation  election  between  the  ILA  and  the  new  AFL  union 
for  at  least  a  year.  The  employers  seemed  willing  to  acquiesce,  especially 
when  they  found  Ryan  proposing  an  even  better  bargain  than  his  usual 
request  for  "a  dime  an  hour."  To  forestall  this  maneuver,  the  AFL  served 
notice  on  the  employers  that  they  were  filing  with  the  NLRB  for  an  elec- 
tion, and  Dave  Beck,  speaking  for  the  new  union,  publicly  urged  Governor 
Dewey  to  persuade  the  employers  not  to  sign  a  "cut-rate"  contract  with 
the  ILA.  Beck's  appeal  (as  quoted  in  the  New  York  Times  on  September 
26,  1953)  contained  an  interesting  explanation  of  why  the  governor 
should  act: 
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We  see  every  evidence  that  the  New  York  employers  are  bent 
on  signing  a  contract  they  think  will  save  them  money,  even 
though  it  means  freezing  racket  control  on  the  piers  and  making 
the  job  of  honest  unionism  much  harder.  It  was  exactly  that  atti- 
tude on  the  part  of  waterfront  employers  that  gave  Harry 
Bridges  his  hold  on  the  West  Coast. 

At  this  point,  even  before  the  new  union  had  time  to  put  its  organizers 
on  the  docks,  the  cordial  encouragement  the  AFL  could  count  on  from 
the  New  York  press  and  from  federal  and  state  officials  became  apparent. 
The  New  York  Shipping  Association  was  immediately  subjected  to 
appeals  from  Governor  Dewey  and  other  public  officials,  and  from  private 
groups  like  the  New  York  City  Anti-Crime  Committee,  urging  the  employ- 
ers not  to  sign  with  the  ILA.  The  shipping  association  reluctantly  yielded 
to  this  pressure  on  September  30,  but  demanded  as  a  quid  pro  quo  that 
President  Eisenhower  grant  the  employers  the  protection  of  a  Taft-Hartley 
Act  injunction  against  the  coast-wide  strike  which  desperate  ILA  officials 
had  set  for  the  next  day.  Federal  officials  apparently  did  not  expect  any 
show  of  strength  from  the  rapidly  disintegrating  ILA — they  did  not  set 
in  motion  the  machinery  for  obtaining  a  national  emergency  injunction 
until  asked  to  do  so  by  the  employers.  But  the  ILA  struck  the  next  day, 
and  for  a  week  shipping  came  to  a  standstill  in  all  Atlantic  Coast  ports 
while  a  Presidential  board  of  inquiry  was  hurriedly  appointed  and  held  its 
hearings,  after  which  the  attorney  general  was  free  to  obtain  a  court  order 
enjoining  the  work  stoppage.  The  strike  proceeded  in  an  atmosphere  of 
suppressed  excitement,  with  the  AFL  wisely  remaining  on  the  sidelines. 
New  York  newspapers  assured  their  readers  that  the  work  stoppage, 
which  everyone  knew  would  soon  be  enjoined,  was  preferable  to  a  settle- 
ment with  the  ILA,  and  pointed  out  that  when  the  injunction  went  into 
effect,  the  new  AFL  union  would  have  almost  three  months  in  which  to 
complete  its  organizing  campaign. 

But  during  those  three  months  the  AFL  campaign  never  quite  got 
off  the  ground.  Confident  of  an  easy  victory,  the  new  union  put  little  of  its 
$1,000,000  campaign  fund  into  the  organizational  techniques  such  as 
mass  rallies,  questionnaires  on  grievances,  leaflets,  and  newspaper  ads, 
which  had  been  perfected  in  the  1930's  for  appealing  to  large  groups  of 
workers.  Instead,  the  AFL  tried  to  reach  longshoremen  through  organizers 
assigned  to  local  pier  areas.  Some  of  these  organizers  were  highly  effective 
campaigners  for  the  AFL — men  who  emerged  from  the  rank  and  file  like 
John  Dwyer  in  Manhattan  and  Tony  Mike  De  Vincenzo  in  Hoboken,  for 
example — but  no  indigenous  leader  appeared  who  was  capable  of  rallying 
followers  in  all  sections  of  the  port.  (Gene  Sampson,  who  had  been 
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regarded  by  many  New  Yorkers  as  the  most  influential  insurgent  leader 
on  the  waterfront,  joined  the  AFL  forces  early  in  the  campaign,  but  was 
unable  to  carry  with  him  more  than  a  handful  from  the  local  he  had 
represented  for  32  years.)  In  other  sections  of  the  port,  the  AFL  accepted 
the  assistance  of  several  well-known  hoodlums  whose  past  records  in  the 
ILA  made  some  longshoremen  begin  to  doubt  the  AFL's  assurances  that 
the  new  union  would  be  free  from  racketeering.  Using  these  men  was  a 
mistake.  Racket-free  unionism  was  the  only  plank  in  the  AFL  cam- 
paign platform. 

The  AFL  did  not  attempt  to  formulate  a  broader  program  for  several 
reasons.  Men  who  were  active  in  the  campaign  were  sure  that  many,  per- 
haps most,  longshoremen  were  disgusted  with  the  ILA,  but  no  one  knew 
what  sort  of  positive  program  would  appeal  to  the  majority.  A  variety 
of  working  practices  had  long  been  established  in  different  sections  of  the 
port,  and  a  port-wide  program  offering  a  new  and  unfamiliar  substitute 
for  practices  longshoremen  were  used  to  might  have  frightened  off  men 
the  AFL  was  trying  to  reach.  Also,  the  AFL  realized  that  a  strategically 
situated  nucleus  of  ILA  members  had  a  vested  interest  in  the  old  system; 
these  men  could  be  expected  to  use  their  influence  to  create  mistrust  and 
fear  of  any  new  plan. 

Another  obstacle  to  presenting  an  integrated  program  to  the  longshore- 
men was  that  the  men  conducting  the  campaign  had  conflicting  plans  in 
mind  for  the  future  of  the  waterfront.  (Of  the  five-man  committee  ap- 
pointed at  the  AFL  convention  to  direct  the  affairs  of  the  new  union,  only 
Dave  Beck  of  the  teamsters  and  Paul  Hall  of  the  sailors'  union  took  part 
in  the  organizing  effort. )  Beck's  interest  in  the  longshoremen  was  appar- 
ently limited  to  getting  the  men  who  load  and  unload  trucks  on  the  piers 
out  of  the  longshoremen's  union  and  into  his  International  Brotherhood 
of  Teamsters.  He  remained  in  his  Washington  headquarters  except  for 
brief  visits  to  New  York,  and  showed  little  interest  in  helping  to  work  out 
a  program  which  would  have  broad  appeal  among  the  rank  and  file.  Paul 
Hall's  actions  during  the  campaign  led  many  to  believe  that  he  envisioned 
a  new  longshoremen's  union  as  merely  a  useful  adjunct  of  his  New  York 
sailors'  union  and  saw  the  waterfront  as  a  handy  source  of  jobs  for  his 
sailors  when  they  were  out  of  work.  Hall,  though  more  willing  than  Beck 
to  stage  a  strong  effort,  did  no  more  than  Beck  to  develop  a  program 
which  would  offer  the  longshoremen  job  security  and  give  them  a  union 
free  of  officials  with  dubious  scruples.  When  longshoremen  who  expected 
the  AFL  to  establish  responsible  unionism  offered  their  services  at 
campaign  headquarters,  they  soon  perceived  the  narrow  objectives  of 
the  men  in  control  of  the  campaign  fund.  Thus,  as  the  campaign  got 
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under  way,  men  from  the  waterfront  were  mistrustful  of  Hall  and  Beck. 

George  Meany,  president  of  the  AFL,  realized  that  things  were  not 
starting  off  well,  and  in  the  third  week  of  the  organizing  drive,  put  a  new 
man  in  charge — Ace  Keeney,  a  trouble  shooter  for  the  International 
Association  of  Machinists.  The  task  of  reconciling  the  aims  of  the  diverse 
factions  in  the  organizing  committee  would  have  been  challenging  even 
to  a  man  intimately  familiar  with  the  waterfront.  For  Keeney,  a  stranger 
to  the  complexities  and  personalities  involved,  the  hazards  of  the  assign- 
ment proved  insuperable.  Relations  between  the  various  factions  in  the 
organizing  committee  ultimately  deteriorated  to  the  point  where  each 
faction  was  sending  out  its  own  organizers  and  hiring  its  own  attorneys 
to  speak  for  the  committee  in  dealings  with  government  agencies  and  the 
employers.  To  the  rank  and  file,  Keeney  remained  a  shadowy  figure  and 
the  longshoremen  never  knew  who  was  really  directing  the  campaign. 

The  men  were  further  confused  by  the  behavior  of  other  AFL  unions 
in  the  New  York  area.  Early  in  the  organizing  drive,  ten  top  New  York 
AFL  officials  petitioned  President  Meany  for  permission  to  bring  the 
ILA  "back  into  the  family"  and  forget  about  the  new  union.  Meany 
flatly  rejected  this  suggestion,  but  the  campaign  had  been  under  way  for 
six  weeks  before  he  succeeded  in  eliciting  pledges  from  the  major  AFL 
councils  in  New  York  that  they  would  support  the  organizing  drive. 
Martin  Lacey,  president  of  the  teamsters'  joint  council  in  New  York,  was 
the  instigator  of  the  petition  to  Meany.  Lacey  not  only  was  friendly  with 
many  ILA  officials,  but  he  and  Dave  Beck  had  long  been  in  opposing 
factions  in  the  teamsters'  union,  and  Lacey  was  reluctant  to  help  Beck 
extend  his  enclave  in  New  York.  The  teamsters'  joint  council  was  the 
last  group  to  announce  they  would  go  along  with  Meany  and,  even  after 
giving  this  pledge,  some  teamster  officials  in  New  York  continued  to 
support  the  ILA  throughout  the  campaign. 

The  longshoremen,  who  might  well  have  been  wondering  whether  the 
AFL  regarded  them  as  anything  more  than  pawns  in  some  larger  maneu- 
ver, next  had  to  evaluate  the  unexpected  behavior  of  John  L.  Lewis, 
president  of  the  United  Mine  Workers.  Lewis,  a  bitter  enemy  of  George 
Meany  and  the  AFL,  had  been  meeting  with  Beck  and  David  MacDonald, 
president  of  the  CIO  steelworkers'  union,  to  explore  the  possibility  of 
forming  a  new  labor  federation.  In  the  middle  of  the  AFL  waterfront 
campaign,  Lewis  loaned  the  nearly  bankrupt  ILA  $200,000. 

Terms  of  the  loan  were  not  made  public,  but  it  was  rumored  that  Lewis 
had  demanded  a  clean-up  within  the  union  as  a  condition  of  the  loan. 
In  any  case,  several  ILA  officials  issued  statements  in  November  demand- 
ing that  Ryan  resign  from  the  presidency.  Mike  Clemente,  an  ILA  official 
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who  had  fared  none  too  well  in  the  Crime  Commission  hearings  himself, 
and  who  later  went  to  jail  for  extortion,  told  a  New  York  Times  reporter 
that  the  following  conversation  ensued  when  he  demanded  that  Ryan 
step  down  for  the  good  of  the  union: 

Ryan  said  to  me,  "But  why  do  you  say  that  to  me  now  when 
I've  got  an  indictment  hanging  over  my  head?"  And  I  said  to 
him,  "So  what,  I've  got  three  indictments  hanging  over  mine." 

Either  in  response  to  urging  from  John  L.  Lewis  or  to  impress  the  rank 
and  file,  the  ILA  held  a  special  convention  on  November  18,  1953,  at 
which  Ryan  was  retired  and  given  the  title  of  president  emeritus.  If  the 
delegates  contemplated  proving  to  the  longshoremen  that  the  ILA  was  at 
last  capable  of  cleaning  its  own  house,  that  purpose  was  lost  when  the 
convention  absolved  Ryan  of  the  charges  of  stealing  union  funds  and 
awarded  him  a  pension  of  $10,000  a  year.  Captain  William  V.  Bradley, 
who  had  been  president  of  the  New  York  Tugboat  local  since  1937,  was 
elected  to  succeed  Ryan.  Bradley  qualified  for  the  job  chiefly  because  the 
union  wanted  a  man  from  New  York,  and  Bradley  was  a  rarity  among 
the  union's  New  York  officials — he  had  not  been  charged  in  the  Crime 
Commission  hearings  with  abusing  his  union  office. 

A  week  after  Captain  Bradley's  election,  the  AFL  committed  one  of 
the  major  blunders  of  the  campaign.  People  in  a  better  position  than 
Dave  Beck  to  know  the  longshoremen's  attitudes  had  been  fearful  that 
if  Beck  carried  out  his  intention  to  split  off  the  loaders  and  absorb  them 
into  the  teamsters'  union,  it  would  turn  many  longshoremen  against  the 
AFL.  Father  Corridan  made  a  special  trip  to  Washington  to  try  to  con- 
vince Beck  to  drop  his  plan,  but  on  November  24  Beck  announced  that 
he  had  chartered  a  new  teamsters'  local  to  take  over  the  2,500  loaders. 
Paul  Hall  issued  a  statement  applauding  Beck's  action  and  promising 
to  help  the  new  local  get  on  its  feet.  A  short  time  later,  any  longshoreman 
who  had  refused  to  believe  that  Beck  was  determined  to  see  that  loading 
jobs  were  done  by  teamsters  must  have  been  convinced  when  he  learned 
that  Beck  had  offered  New  York  trucking  firms  a  $2,000,000  loan  to  set 
up  an  equipment  pool  which  would  enable  them  to  take  over  the  functions 
of  the  outlawed  public  loaders. 

The  AFL's  appeal  to  the  longshoremen  was  further  weakened  when, 
despite  AFL  claims  that  the  ILA  remained  in  power  only  by  using  violence 
and  intimidation,  AFL  sympathizers  themselves  resorted  to  strong-arm 
tactics.  In  the  earliest  days  of  the  campaign,  AFL  supporters  equipped 
to  give  battle  invaded  the  area  controlled  by  Anthony  Anastasia,  who 
was  determined  to  keep  the  Brooklyn  waterfront  in  the  ILA  camp.  Pitched 
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battles  resulted.  Who  started  the  fights  was  not  clear,  but  longshoremen 
could  see  that  the  AFL  was  no  less  willing  than  the  ILA  to  use  coercion 
in  order  to  win.  The  most  flagrant  use  of  force  by  the  AFL  occurred  late 
in  the  campaign  when  75  AFL  supporters  invaded  the  Newark  port  area 
and  wrecked  the  offices  of  an  ILA  local. 

As  the  expiration  date  of  the  80-day  injunction  neared,  the  Presidential 
board  of  inquiry  reconvened  and  reported  that  the  employers  had  not 
made  a  clear  and  definite  last  offer  to  the  ILA  and  that,  in  any  event, 
rivalry  between  the  competing  unions  was  the  paramount  issue.  Accord- 
ingly, the  NLRB  called  off  plans  for  a  vote  on  the  last  offer  and,  instead, 
scheduled  a  representation  election  for  December  22  and  23.  Tension 
on  the  waterfront  mounted  as  the  days  for  voting  approached,  erupting 
into  stonings,  fist  fights,  and  several  stabbings  as  the  men  went  to  the 
polling  places.  Even  with  the  poverty  of  alternatives  offered  them,  more 
than  85  per  cent  of  the  eligible  longshoremen  cast  ballots.  When  the  votes 
were  counted,  9,060  men  had  voted  for  the  old  union,  7,568  for  the  AFL, 
and  95  for  no  union.  The  ILA  could  not  claim  an  immediate  victory, 
however,  because  the  votes  of  an  additional  4,397  men  had  been  chal- 
lenged. 

If  the  election  results  came  as  a  surprise  to  everyone  else,  they  came 
as  a  humiliating  shock  to  the  AFL.  When  federation  officials  recovered 
from  the  initial  impact  of  the  news,  they  demanded  that  the  NLRB  set 
aside  the  election  on  the  grounds  that  the  ILA  had  used  intimidation  and 
gang  violence  to  influence  the  vote.  Governor  Dewey  supported  the  AFL 
petition,  citing  acts  of  violence  reported  to  him  by  police.  NLRB  officials 
agreed  to  investigate  the  charges,  thus  giving  the  AFL  another  period  of 
grace  in  which  to  continue  its  campaign.  Week  after  week  went  by  with- 
out a  decision  from  the  NLRB.  During  this  time,  the  port  was  the  scene 
of  frequent  work  stoppages  as  ILA  and  AFL  longshoremen  battled  about 
who  should  control  particular  dock  areas. 

In  late  February,  1954 — more  than  two  months  after  the  election — 
the  sporadic  skirmishes  came  to  a  head  hi  a  dispute  reminiscent  of  the 
jurisdictional  tugs  of  war  which  kept  the  West  Coast  in  a  turmoil  during 
the  1930's.  ILA  supporters  at  a  Hudson  River  pier  forced  the  discharge 
of  an  AFL  shop  steward;  immediately,  AFL  longshoremen  picketed  the 
pier.  At  this  point,  the  split  in  the  New  York  teamsters'  organization  came 
into  the  picture.  The  head  of  Local  807  of  the  teamsters'  union  was  a 
strong  supporter  of  the  AFL  longshoremen's  union,  and  members  of  his 
local  refused  to  cross  the  AFL  picket  Line.  The  dispute  spread  as  ILA 
members  on  other  piers  refused  to  load  or  unload  trucks  driven  by  mem- 
bers of  Local  807,  but  continued  to  serve  trucks  driven  by  members  of 
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other  teamster  locals  which  supported  the  ILA.  Local  807  retaliated  by 
picketing  piers  where  this  was  happening. 

In  an  attempt  to  end  these  tie-ups,  the  NLRB  charged  the  ILA  with 
engaging  in  a  secondary  boycott  and,  on  March  4,  obtained  a  restraining 
order  requiring  ILA  members  to  go  back  to  work.  Curiously,  the  court 
order  did  not  enjoin  the  AFL  or  Local  807  from  picketing.  Instead  of 
ending  the  localized  work  stoppages,  the  board's  action  brought  to  a  head 
the  growing  irritation  ILA  supporters  felt  toward  the  NLRB  for  delaying 
a  decision  on  the  December  election.  The  day  after  the  court  order  was 
issued,  ILA  men  struck  in  most  sections  of  the  port.  President  Bradley 
toured  the  docks  trying  to  persuade  the  men  to  obey  the  order,  but  his 
efforts  were  totally  ineffective.  Four  days  later,  with  the  strike  spreading 
to  more  and  more  piers,  the  NLRB  asked  the  court  to  fine  the  ILA 
$  1 00,000  and  to  imprison  three  key  local  officials  for  violating  the  restrain- 
ing order.  While  the  judge  was  signing  the  papers  directing  the  union  to 
show  cause  why  the  NLRB  petition  should  not  be  granted,  500  ILA  long- 
shoremen defiantly  picketed  the  courthouse. 

The  mayor  of  New  York  attempted  to  mediate  the  dispute.  When  he 
failed,  the  AFL  began  laying  plans  to  open  the  port.  Members  of  the 
organizing  committee  who  had  worked  as  longshoremen  and  had  partici- 
pated in  earlier  waterfront  strikes  tried  to  persuade  the  top  AFL  strategists 
that  this  plan  could  be  disastrous  to  the  organizing  drive,  just  as  they  had 
advised  Beck  against  chartering  his  loaders'  local,  but  on  the  sixteenth 
day  of  the  walk-out,  Paul  Hall  began  trying  to  run  men  through  the 
ILA  picket  lines.  He  had  powerful  support — the  mayor,  other  city  officials, 
and  the  personnel  of  the  Waterfront  Commission  all  worked  closely  with 
the  AFL  in  the  effort,  as  they  saw  it,  to  break  the  strangle  hold  of  ILA 
gangsters  who  were  tying  up  the  port.  Irate  business  men  and  public  offi- 
cials were  convinced  that  if  adequate  protection  could  be  provided  against 
ILA  goon  squads,  the  7,500  men  who  had  voted  for  the  AFL  would  go 
back  on  the  job,  and  at  least  some  of  the  men  who  had  supported  the  ILA 
would  be  persuaded  to  abandon  their  discredited  officials.  After  the  AFL 
had  been  trying  this  new  approach  for  four  days,  however,  only  1,200 
of  the  usual  15,000  longshoremen  were  on  the  job. 

What  was  wrong?  Inadequate  police  protection  seemed  to  be  the 
answer;  Mayor  Wagner  accordingly  increased  the  number  of  policemen 
assigned  to  the  piers,  and  the  Waterfront  Commission  announced  that  it 
could  guarantee  to  men  who  were  willing  to  work  a  police  guard  from  the 
information  center  to  the  job.  Even  with  these  assurances,  the  trickle  of 
men  to  the  piers  increased  only  slightly.  With  public  irritation  over  the 
tie-up  mounting  each  day,  AFL  strategists  become  increasingly  embar- 
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rassed  by  their  inability  to  produce  more  followers  among  the  longshore- 
men. They  finally  decided  to  save  the  situation  by  augmenting  their  num- 
bers with  unemployed  sailors.  The  men  were  loaded  into  completely  cov- 
ered vans  which  rumbled  to  the  piers  while  detachments  of  mounted  police 
held  back  the  surging  ILA  pickets.  Even  this  maneuver  failed  to  produce 
enough  men  to  open  the  port. 

Why  longshoremen  did  not  respond  in  greater  numbers  to  this  oppor- 
tunity to  break  the  hold  of  the  ILA  is  an  intriguing  question.  Some  long- 
shoremen were  prevented  from  working,  according  to  the  Waterfront 
Commission,  because  employers  were  collaborating  with  the  ILA  to  keep 
the  AFL  off  the  waterfront.  Almost  daily  during  the  strike,  the  commission 
complained  that  men  had  to  be  turned  away  from  the  information  centers 
for  lack  of  job  assignments,  even  though  the  harbor  was  filled  with  ships 
waiting  to  be  worked.  The  commission  named  some  employers  who 
refused  to  send  in  any  orders  for  men  at  all,  and  others  who  refused 
to  hire  any  but  ILA  men.  Instances  were  reported  where  employers 
professed  they  were  willing  to  hire  men  but  the  hiring  foremen  who 
worked  for  them  refused  to  blow  their  whistles  for  a  shape-up.  The  employ- 
ers answered  the  commission's  charges  by  saying  that  the  commission  was 
trying  to  force  them  to  hire  men  who  were  not  qualified  longshoremen  and 
who  would  have  endangered  life  and  property  had  they  been  put  to  work. 

Fear  must  have  kept  many  longshoremen  from  going  to  work.  The 
ILA  hierarchy's  past  record  of  using  violence  to  keep  dissidents  in  line 
would  have  been  enough  to  intimidate  most  men,  and  daily  reports  of  men 
who  crossed  the  picket  lines  being  beaten,  stoned,  and  knifed  made  others 
skeptical  of  official  assurances  that  men  who  worked  would  be  protected. 
Some  men  who  were  willing  to  face  the  personal  risk  of  running  the 
gantlet  of  ILA  pickets  did  go  to  work  but  left  the  docks  when  their  fami- 
lies received  threatening  phone  calls  at  home. 

Some  people  who  participated  in  the  strike,  including  some  AFL  sup- 
porters, believed  that  the  main  reason  longshoremen  failed  to  respond 
to  the  AFL's  call  to  open  the  port  was  because  the  men  felt  it  was  a  legiti- 
mate strike.  Longshoremen  who  would  have  ignored  the  pickets  if  they 
had  represented  only  the  mobsters  felt  a  sense  of  identity  with  men  who 
insisted  they  were  striking — in  March — to  force  the  NLRB  to  decide 
who  had  won  the  December  election,  so  that  whichever  union  won  could 
get  on  with  the  job  of  negotiating  a  new  contract  to  replace  the  one  which 
had  expired  six  months  earlier.  Men  who  viewed  the  strike  in  this  light 
could  not  be  persuaded  to  go  through  the  picket  lines  merely  to  accom- 
modate the  NLRB,  Mayor  Wagner,  the  New  York  business  community, 
and  Governor  Dewey  and  his  Waterfront  Commission. 
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When  the  strike  was  in  its  twentieth  day,  Captain  Bradley  and  his  ILA 
advisers  finally  took  courage  from  the  failure  of  the  AFL  to  open  the  port 
and  gave  the  strike  official  sanction.  Captain  Bradley's  announcement 
brought  a  new  flood  of  demands  from  the  business  community  that  public 
officials  do  something  about  the  strike  which,  it  was  feared,  would  now 
spread  to  the  tugboats  in  New  York  harbor  as  well  as  to  other  Atlantic 
Coast  ports.  When  Governor  Dewey  was  asked  if  he  planned  to  take  any 
action,  he  replied  obliquely,  reminding  reporters  that  as  governor  he  had 
the  power  to  remove  the  mayor  and  police  commissioner  of  New  York 
City  "if  there  is  a  breakdown  of  law  enforcement."  Stung  by  this  threat, 
Mayor  Wagner  appealed  to  President  Eisenhower  to  take  whatever  fed- 
eral action  was  necessary  to  end  the  shutdown.  In  his  message  to  the 
President,  the  mayor  accused  the  NLRB  of  prolonging  the  strike  by  the 
board's  "interminable  delay"  in  reaching  a  decision  on  the  representation 
election.  President  Eisenhower  did  not  reply  to  Mayor  Wagner  directly, 
but  the  next  day  a  spokesman  for  the  NLRB  said  that  procedures  for 
reaching  a  decision  in  the  election  had  been  streamlined. 

A  few  days  later,  1 ,000  ILA  supporters  caravaned  to  Washington  and 
picketed  the  White  House,  urging  the  President  to  intercede  in  their  behalf 
with  the  NLRB,  which  was  then  holding  hearings  on  the  representation 
election.  While  longshoremen  were  picketing  in  Washington,  a  group  of 
government  officials  including  Governor  Dewey,  the  secretary  of  labor, 
and  representatives  of  the  federal  attorney  general's  office,  were  meeting 
in  New  York  to  plan  a  "legal  crackdown"  against  the  strike,  which  they 
described  as  a  criminal  conspiracy.  The  officials  made  it  clear  that  while 
the  crackdown  would  be  directed  primarily  against  the  ILA,  it  would 
also  be  applied  to  any  employers  who  obstructed  the  opening  of  the  port. 

Whatever  action  the  government  officials  may  have  had  in  mind,  the 
crackdown  never  materialized.  Three  days  after  the  threat  was  made,  the 
NLRB  announced  its  decision  to  set  aside  the  first  election  and  hold  a 
new  vote.  At  the  same  time,  the  board  told  the  ILA  that  if  the  union  did 
not  end  the  strike  "forthwith,"  the  ILA  would  be  left  off  the  ballot.  Either 
the  board's  ultimatum  or  the  announcement  of  a  decision  on  the  election 
brought  the  work  stoppage  to  an  end  on  April  2 — the  twenty-ninth  day 
of  the  strike. 

Too  exhausted  and  impoverished  by  the  hectic  events  of  the  past 
month  to  resume  civil  war,  ILA  and  AFL  longshoremen  worked  side  by 
side  with  few  skirmishes  while  they  awaited  the  second  election,  scheduled 
for  May  26.  The  ILA  was  under  continuous  attack  right  up  to  the  day 
of  the  election.  With  the  vote  only  two  weeks  away,  the  almost  bankrupt 
union  was  found  guilty  of  violating  the  injunction  issued  during  the  strike 
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and  fined  $50,000.  Eight  of  its  locals  were  fined  an  additional  $42,000, 
and  three  local  officials  were  sentenced  to  jail.  Five  days  before  the  elec- 
tion, the  union's  funds  were  impounded  by  the  court,  and  on  the  day  long- 
shoremen went  to  the  polls  they  read  that  the  ILA  had  been  placed  in 
receivership  by  a  federal  judge. 

The  ILA  was  dealt  a  heavy  blow  from  still  another  government  source 
three  days  before  the  vote  when  an  official  of  the  Waterfront  Commission 
announced  that  he  had  forwarded  to  a  federal  district  attorney  documen- 
tary proof  that  two  of  Anthony  Anastasia's  lieutenants  had  gone  to  the 
West  Coast  to  meet  with  Harry  Bridges  and  that  the  ILWU  had  given  them 
more  than  $3,000.  The  commission  spokesman  acknowledged  to  newsmen 
that  there  was  nothing  illegal  hi  one  union  soliciting  financial  assistance 
from  another,  but  explained  that  he  wanted  to  call  the  attention  of  the  fed- 
eral government  to  the  presence  of  possible  subversion  on  the  piers  so  that 
the  government  could  take  any  action  it  might  deem  appropriate.  Captain 
Bradley  heatedly  denied  that  the  ILA  had  either  sought  or  accepted  help 
"from  Harry  Bridges  or  from  any  other  Communist  element,"  and  he 
accused  the  Waterfront  Commission  of  seeking  to  influence  the  coming 
election  in  favor  of  the  AFL.  Then,  on  the  eve  of  the  election,  New  York 
newspapers  carried  the  story  that  the  federal  district  attorney  had  asked  the 
FBI  "to  check  into  possible  hook-ups  between  Communist  forces  on  the 
West  Coast  and  followers  of  Anthony  Anastasia."  As  the  incident  was  pre- 
sented to  the  public,  ILWU  contributions  to  the  ILA  sounded  sinister 
indeed,  and  AFL  organizers  tried  to  turn  the  sensational  disclosures  to 
their  advantage. 

Although  any  example  of  cooperation  between  the  ILA  and  the  ILWU 
was  newsworthy  (the  two  unions  had  not  been  on  speaking  terms  since 
1937),  the  incident  was  hardly  sinister.  During  the  strike  in  March,  42 
Brooklyn  longshoremen  had  been  charged  with  acts  of  violence  and  sus- 
pended from  their  jobs  by  the  Waterfront  Commission.  Anthony  Im- 
pliazzo,  president  of  Local  327-1,  and  Thomas  Di  Bella,  a  Brooklyn 
longshoreman,  had  gone  to  the  West  Coast  to  raise  money  to  help  the 
suspended  men.  The  ILWU  had  been  following  developments  in  New 
York  with  great  interest  because  of  the  implications  for  the  West  Coast 
if  the  New  York  waterfront  fell  under  the  control  of  Dave  Beck  and 
Paul  Hall — the  eastern  lieutenant  of  Harry  Lundeberg.  The  ILWU  gave 
Impliazzo  and  Di  Bella  a  cordial  reception,  and  locals  up  and  down  the 
coast  extended  invitations  to  the  Brooklyn  men  to  address  their  meetings. 
After  Impliazzo  summarized  the  March  strike  and  explained  to  West 
Coast  longshoremen  that  he  and  Di  Bella  were  there  on  behalf  of  men 
who  had  been  screened  off  the  waterfront  by  a  government  hiring  hall, 
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ILWU  members  in  most  locals  voted  to  contribute  to  the  defense  fund.  All 
told,  they  gave  more  than  $13,000 — an  average  of  one  dollar  a  member. 
Reports  of  meetings  at  which  Impliazzo  and  Di  Bella  appeared  were 
written  up  in  issues  of  the  ILWU  newspaper,  the  first  report  appearing 
a  week  before  the  Waterfront  Commission  presented  its  "documentary 
evidence"  to  the  federal  district  attorney. 

With  all  these  last-minute  developments  to  consider,  longshoremen 
went  to  the  polls  on  May  26,  1954.  New  Yorkers  eagerly  awaited  the 
results,  confident  that  the  elaborate  precautions  being  taken  to  prevent 
the  ILA  from  intimidating  voters  would  ensure  a  hands-down  victory  for 
the  AFL.  The  six  polling  places  were  guarded  by  2,500  policemen,  and 
the  balloting  was  described  by  the  regional  director  of  the  NLRB  as  the 
most  orderly  he  had  ever  seen.  When  the  results  were  announced,  the 
vote  was  close  but  the  ILA  was  in  the  lead — the  old  union  had  9,1 10  votes 
and  the  AFL  had  8,791.  The  only  consolation  was  that,  again,  there  were 
enough  challenged  ballots — 1,797  of  them — to  leave  the  issue  in  doubt. 
Three  months  went  by  while  the  NLRB  studied  the  challenges,  during 
which  the  waterfront  remained  relatively  quiet.  Finally,  on  August  27, 
the  board  announced  that  the  ILA  had  won  by  263  votes  (the  final  tally 
was  9,407  for  the  ILA  and  9,144  for  the  AFL).  The  board  reluctantly 
certified  the  old  union  as  the  exclusive  bargaining  agent  for  the  longshore- 
men, which  foreclosed  another  representation  election  for  at  least  a  year. 
The  AFL  decided  to  give  up  the  fight  and  departed,  as  A.  H.  Raskin  of  the 
New  York  Times  put  it,  "with  indecent  haste,"  leaving  their  9,000  follow- 
ers hi  New  York  to  make  their  own  peace  with  the  men  who  had  been 
running  the  waterfront  for  years. 

What  influenced  the  longshoremen  to  vote  as  they  did  remains  a  mys- 
tery. Many  voters  must  have  been  negatively  rather  than  positively  moti- 
vated, because  both  unions  deserved  to  lose;  the  ILA  for  its  historic 
betrayal  of  its  members,  the  AFL  for  its  egregious  campaign.  One  guess 
is  as  good  as  another  as  to  what  tipped  the  scales  in  favor  of  the  ILA,  but 
my  guess  is  that  the  overzealous  support  given  the  organizing  drive  by  all 
branches  of  government  put  the  kiss  of  death  on  the  AFL. 

Even  as  the  ILA  survived  the  AFL  organizing  drive,  waterfront  exploit- 
ers and  their  shape-up  survived  the  Waterfront  Commission  Act.  The 
commission  labored  mightily  to  carry  out  its  mandate  to  screen  undesir- 
ables off  the  waterfront;  at  the  end  of  the  commission's  first  year  of  opera- 
tion, some  fifty  hiring  foremen  and  pier  superintendents  had  been  forced 
to  give  up  their  jobs,  and  almost  three  times  as  many  longshoremen  had 
been  denied  registration.  The  removal  of  these  men  had  an  imperceptible 
effect  on  the  waterfront  spoils  system.  In  fact,  not  all  of  them  were 
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removed — some  of  the  most  notorious  hoodlums  who  were  screened  off 
blandly  went  back  to  their  old  piers  by  taking  jobs  as  maintenance  men 
or  carpenters'  helpers,  jobs  over  which  the  Waterfront  Commission  had 
no  jurisdiction.  The  licensing  requirements  for  stevedoring  companies 
had  only  a  minor  effect  on  the  composition  of  the  New  York  Shipping 
Association;  one  firm  sold  out  and  left  the  port,  withdrawing  its  applica- 
tion for  a  license  when  it  became  apparent  that  the  application  would  be 
rejected.  Even  public  loaders,  outlawed  a  year  earlier,  were,  according 
to  the  Waterfront  Commission,  still  doing  business,  though  in  altered 
form — sharing  fees  with  stevedoring  companies  and  renting  equipment 
at  suspicious  rates.  Reformers  who  had  thought  that  licensing  would  be 
an  effective  weapon  with  which  to  clean  up  the  waterfront  had,  at  the  end 
of  a  year,  little  evidence  to  support  their  belief. 

The  commission  labored  with  equal  vigor  to  find  an  alternative  to 
the  shape-up.  The  bistate  agency's  hands  were  tied,  however,  because  the 
law  under  which  commission  officials  operated  expressly  prohibited  them 
from  imposing  any  system  of  dispatching  men  which  limited  the  freedom 
of  employers  to  choose  their  workers.  People  with  a  vested  interest  hi  the 
shape-up  were  still  in  power,  and  every  proposal  offered  by  the  commis- 
sion to  modify  the  hiring  system  was  rejected  by  the  NYSA  and  ILA  with 
such  comments  as  "unsound,"  "fraught  with  dangers,"  "asinine,"  "an 
economic  burden." 

As  a  result,  a  Waterfront  Commission  information  center,  in  which 
hiring  was  conducted  under  the  watchful  eyes  of  commission  officials,  was, 
in  January,  1955,  a  shape-up  with  a  roof  over  it.  In  the  old  days,  a  hiring 
foreman  conducting  a  shape-up  at  the  pier  would  first  call  for  regular 
gangs  and  then  pick  extra  men  from  the  shape-up  in  the  street;  under  the 
commission's  rules,  regular  gangs  reported  directly  to  the  pier  and  the 
hiring  foreman  went  to  the  information  center  to  pick  extra  men.  In  some 
centers,  each  hiring  foreman  was  allotted  a  space  hi  the  hall  with  a  white 
semicircle  painted  on  the  floor.  When  he  was  ready  to  begin  hiring,  he 
stepped  inside  the  semicircle,  the  men  shaped  up  behind  the  line,  and  he 
picked  the  men  he  wanted.  Hiring  foremen  who  normally  picked  large 
numbers  of  men  were  provided  with  a  platform  so  that  they  would  be 
high  enough  to  see  over  the  crowd.  In  other  centers,  instead  of  the  hiring 
foreman  having  a  fixed  place,  sections  of  the  hall  were  designated  accord- 
ing to  job  classifications,  such  as  hold  men,  deck  men,  dock  men.  The 
hiring  foreman  made  up  a  gang  or  picked  replacements  by  going  from 
one  shape-up  to  the  next. 

It  is  not  surprising  that  shape-ups  were  frequently  conducted  in  union 
offices  or  on  the  street  and  then  reenacted  in  the  information  centers  by 
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means  of  the  "toothpick  gimmick,"  described  earlier,  or  some  variant 
of  it.  As  a  commission  official  complained  late  in  1954,  "it  seems  as 
though  the  process  is  done  outside  the  centers  and  then  recorded  there." 
Nor  is  it  surprising  that  after  a  year  of  trying  to  clean  up  the  waterfront, 
commission  investigators  were  still  spending  much  of  their  time  running 
down  reports  of  kickbacks  and  other  abuses  traditionally  associated  with 
the  shape-up.  If  the  purpose  of  the  waterfront  reform  law  was  to  improve 
the  lot  of  the  rank-and-file  longshoreman,  at  the  end  of  its  first  year  the 
law  was  still  on  trial.  As  the  Waterfront  Commission  put  it  in  the  agency's 
first  annual  report: 

Longshoremen  have  expressed  disappointment  that  the  [act] 
does  not  eliminate  the  element  of  favoritism  by  hiring  agents. 
This  can  only  be  accomplished  by  the  adoption  of  some  objec- 
tive method  of  hiring  such  as  seniority  or  rotation.  This,  how- 
ever, is  beyond  the  powers  of  the  commission. 

As  the  commission  began  its  second  year,  the  agency  launched  an 
attack  on  the  underlying  cause  of  the  longshoremen's  disappointment, 
using  the  only  weapon  available  under  the  law.  The  commission  had 
learned  from  a  year's  experience  that  on  an  average  day  there  were  no 
more  than  15,000  jobs  available  on  the  docks  and  that  no  more  than 
20,000  men  were  employed  at  peak  periods,  yet  40,000  men  were  regis- 
tered. "Such  an  imbalance,"  a  commission  official  said,  "breeds  crime, 
kickbacks,  and  corruption,  and  leaves  many  honest  men  with  empty 
pockets."  He  pointed  out  that  some  men  on  the  registration  list  actually 
had  full-time  jobs  in  other  industries  but  when  they  came  down  to  the 
waterfront  for  overtime  work,  they  were  favored  by  hiring  foremen  and 
ILA  officials.  In  order  to  protect  the  regular  men,  the  commission  an- 
nounced plans  to  cut  15,000  "part-timers,  favorites,  and  poachers"  from 
the  list. 

Even  as  logical  a  plan  as  this  met  with  violent  opposition  from  the 
parties.  Employers  denounced  the  plan  as  "ill-advised"  and  "repugnant  to 
the  process  of  collective  bargaining."  The  ILA  threatened  a  court  test 
to  review  the  commission's  right  "to  impose  its  will  on  the  intelligence  of 
labor  and  management,"  and  union  officials  immediately  began  spreading 
rumors  among  the  rank  and  file  in  an  attempt  to  discredit  the  commis- 
sion's motives.  Implying  that  this  was  a  move  to  get  rid  of  ILA  men,  the 
general  organizer  of  the  union  suggested  that  the  commission  should, 
instead,  drop  every  man  who  had  not  worked  on  the  waterfront  before 
the  agency  was  created. 

Ironically,  union  officials  and  employers  had  good  reason  to  believe 
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they  could  enlist  the  support  of  some  longshoremen  in  their  efforts  to 
frustrate  the  commission,  even  though  the  plan  was  in  the  men's  own 
interest.  From  the  first,  some  longshoremen  had  viewed  the  agency  with 
apprehension,  as  they  would  any  agency  carrying  out  a  screening  program, 
especially  when  screening  involved  fingerprinting  and  subjecting  the  men 
to  a  security  check.  Other  longshoremen  were  distrustful  of  the  agency 
because  of  the  behavior  of  commission  officials  during  the  March  strike. 
Then,  under  heavy  public  pressure  and  exasperated  by  the  obstructionist 
attitudes  of  the  NYSA  and  ILA,  the  commission  had  proved  incapable 
of  maintaining  the  impartial  attitude  toward  the  strikers  which  was  pre- 
sumably contemplated  by  the  legislators  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey 
when  they  included  in  the  reform  law  language  safeguarding  "the  right 
of  employees  to  strike."  Longshoremen  who  felt  the  strikers  had  a  legiti- 
mate complaint  naturally  objected  to  the  commission's  active  coopera- 
tion with  the  AFL  and  police  in  trying  to  break  the  strike.  Even  those 
longshoremen  who  supported  the  AFL  must  have  been  worried  by  the 
implications  of  the  commission's  threat  to  bar  143  men  from  the  industry 
for  their  actions  in  the  strike.  While  AFL  longshoremen  might  have 
approved  of  the  commission's  suspending  52  men  who  were  charged  with 
specific  acts  of  violence,  most  union  workers  would  have  been  worried 
by  the  fact  that  91  of  the  suspended  men  were  charged  with  engaging  in 
a  traditional  union  tactic — mass  picketing.  Thus  the  Waterfront  Com- 
mission could  look  forward  to  the  prospect  of  having  to  overcome  hos- 
tility among  the  longshoremen,  as  well  as  outright  obstruction  from  the 
NYSA  and  ILA  officials,  in  any  attempt  to  put  into  effect  even  the  limited 
reforms  which  the  commission  was  empowered  to  establish. 

The  first  contract  negotiated  after  the  Waterfront  Commission  Act 
went  into  effect  reflected  the  determination  of  the  ILA  to  circumvent  the 
commission  and  the  willingness  of  the  shipping  association  to  cooperate 
in  the  effort.  As  soon  as  the  union  was  certified  by  the  NLRB,  the  parties 
reopened  negotiations  and,  except  for  a  two-day  strike  hi  October  which 
was  settled  by  a  10-cent  wage  increase  retroactive  to  the  previous  October, 
negotiations  followed  the  traditional  pattern  laid  down  in  the  quarter- 
century  when  Ryan  was  spokesman  for  the  ILA.  At  Thanksgiving,  the 
parties  announced  a  new  two-year  agreement  which  they  proudly  recom- 
mended to  their  members.  The  contract  gave  the  longshoremen  a  17-cent 
wage  increase.  It  gave  employers  a  no-strike  clause  and  provision  for 
appointment  of  an  arbitrator  who  was  to  have  power  to  levy  fines  and 
suspend  workers  for  violations  of  the  contract.  It  gave  the  ILA  a  two-year 
reprieve  from  another  NLRB  election  and  also  a  union  shop,  which  meant 
that  the  9,000  men  who  had  voted  for  the  AFL  would  have  to  pay  dues 
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to  the  ILA.  The  shipping  association  agreed  to  recognize  as  part  of  the 
contract  the  diverse  working  practices  prevailing  in  various  sections  of  the 
port,  thus  freezing  in  place  an  obstacle  to  development  of  a  port-wide 
reform  program.  But  the  most  significant  provision  had  to  do  with  new 
hiring  arrangements — employers  agreed  to  notify  union  locals  each  day 
of  the  number  of  men  they  would  need  the  following  day.  This  meant 
that  despite  efforts  of  the  Waterfront  Commission  to  the  contrary,  ILA 
officials  would  be  more  firmly  in  control  of  the  spoils  system  than  ever 
— they  would  know  exactly  how  many  of  their  designees  to  send  to  the 
information  centers  the  next  morning  to  be  picked  in  the  shape-up.  As 
one  ILA  official  jubilantly  said  to  me  of  the  new  arrangement,  "Now 
we'll  ignore  the  commission's  centers — hiring  is  going  to  be  done  right 
here  in  my  local." 

Following  a  tradition  laid  down  by  President  Emeritus  Ryan,  Captain 
Bradley  tried  to  sell  the  contract  to  his  members  by  promising  a  clean-up 
within  the  union  as  soon  as  the  agreement  went  into  effect:  "We  are  now 
in  a  position  to  do  some  screening  and  investigating  of  rumors  of  corrup- 
tion in  the  ILA.  We  do  not  intend  in  any  way,  shape  or  form  to  tolerate 
this  sort  of  thing."  In  a  vote  supervised  by  the  Honest  Ballot  Association, 
the  rank  and  file  turned  the  contract  down  by  a  vote  of  6, 1 99  against  accep- 
tance to  4,590  in  favor. 

ILA  negotiators,  having  learned  to  respect  the  amount  of  trouble  the 
rank  and  file  could  stir  up,  resumed  negotiations  with  the  shipping  asso- 
ciation and  when  the  agreement  was  resubmitted  to  the  membership  in 
January,  1955,  the  no-strike  clause  had  been  rendered  meaningless  and 
the  arbitrator  stripped  of  power.  This  time,  the  vote  was  unsupervised: 
Captain  Bradley  explained  that  the  services  of  the  Honest  Ballot  Associa- 
tion cost  $6,000,  which  he  said  the  ILA  could  ill  afford.  He  warned  mem- 
bers that  if  they  rejected  the  contract,  they  would  be  voting  to  strike, 
which,  after  the  hectic  year  they  had  just  gone  through,  the  members 
could  ill  afford.  In  this  vote  the  contract  won  overwhelming  acceptance — 
the  ILA  reported  that  11,266  votes  had  been  cast  in  favor  of  the  agree- 
ment to  4,206  against  it. 

New  Yorkers  settled  back  with  relief  to  enjoy  the  fruits  of  two  years  of 
peace  and  quiet  on  the  waterfront,  but  it  is  possible  that  with  a  weaker 
hand  than  Ryan's  at  the  helm  of  the  international  union,  struggles  for 
power  among  second-level  ILA  officials  might  keep  the  port  in  a  turmoil. 
Ryan,  after  escaping  a  conviction  on  charges  of  stealing  union  funds  by 
virtue  of  a  mistrial  (perhaps  jury  members  were  impressed  by  one  of 
Ryan's  defense  witnesses  —  Harvey  Matusow),  was  sentenced  to  six 
months  in  prison  and  fined  $2,500  for  accepting  gratuities  from  employers 
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in  the  form  of  contributions  to  his  "anti-Communist  fund."*  Except  for  his 
absence,  the  cast  of  characters  in  the  ILA  is  virtually  unchanged.  Trouble 
is  brewing  between  local  war  lords  in  more  than  one  section  of  the  port, 
and  Captain  Bradley  has  neither  the  valuable  connections  hi  New  York 
labor  circles  nor  the  political  influence  which  Ryan  was  always  able  to  call 
on  when  he  needed  help  in  keeping  his  subordinates  in  line. 

Among  the  second-level  officials  in  the  ILA  who  are  working  to  broaden 
their  spheres  of  influence,  the  man  who  seems  most  able  to  rise  to  a  domi- 
nant position  in  the  port  is  Anthony  Anastasia.  He  is  now  securely 
entrenched  in  the  ILA  officialdom  as  an  international  vice-president  and 
as  head  of  Local  1814 — the  product  of  amalgamating  the  six  Camarda 
locals — the  5,000  members  of  which  come  to  his  Longshoremen's,  Check- 
ers' and  Clerks'  Social  Club  in  Brooklyn  to  make  the  necessary  arrange- 
ments for  work  on  the  waterfront.  Furthermore,  Anastasia  is  extending 
his  influence  into  other  areas  of  the  port  by  welcoming  into  his  club  long- 
shoremen who  supported  the  AFL  and,  as  a  result,  are  having  a  difficult 
time  reestablishing  cordial  relations  with  ILA  officials  in  other  locals. 
Anastasia  is  picking  up  additional  supporters  by  advocating  rotation  in 
hiring.  Ever  since  a  decent  hiring  system  was  set  up  on  the  West  Coast, 
some  longshoremen  in  New  York  have  wanted  to  adopt  the  system,  and 
as  soon  as  Anastasia  became  a  union  official  he  became  a  champion  of 
this  cause.  In  January,  1955,  he  told  me  that  he  had  lost  none  of  his  deter- 
mination to  have  a  hiring  hall  for  his  members.  When  I  asked  him  if  men 
would  be  hired  in  rotation  as  they  are  on  the  West  Coast,  he  responded, 
"I'm  working  toward  that,  but  Rome  wasn't  built  in  a  day." 

The  peace  and  quiet  New  Yorkers  hope  to  get  from  the  new  two-year 
contract  will  be  shattered  if  Anastasia  tries  to  put  rotary  hiring  into  prac- 
tice. Employers  with  whom  he  has  built  up  a  cordial  relationship  will  turn 
against  him;  ILA  officials,  already  unfriendly  to  him,  will  fight  him  with 
all  the  weapons  at  their  command.  When  work  stoppages  inevitably 
result,  New  Yorkers,  who  think  of  him  as  "Tough  Tony,  brother  of  the 
notorious  Albert  Anastasia  of  Murder,  Inc.,"  will  demand  that  the  gov- 
ernment do  something.  Government  officials  have  already  demonstrated 
their  readiness  to  try  to  curb  his  influence  by  suggesting,  as  they  did  on 
the  eve  of  the  second  NLRB  election,  the  possibility  of  "hook-ups  between 
Communist  forces  on  the  West  Coast  and  followers  of  Anthony  Anas- 


*  Technically,  Ryan  was  found  guilty  of  violating  Section  302(b)  of  the  Taft- 
Hartley  Act,  which  makes  it  a  crime  for  a  representative  of  employees  to  accept 
money  from  an  employer.  Ryan's  conviction  was  reversed  in,  July,  1955,  however, 
by  a  Federal  Court  of  Appeals  which  held,  interestingly  enough,  that  the  term  "rep- 
resentative" meant  the  bargaining  agent — the  union  itself — and  therefore  that  Ryan 
was  guilty  of  no  crime  since  he  was  not  a  "representative"  under  the  law. 
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tasia."  Anastasia  resents  the  way  he  has  been  characterized  in  the  public 
mind  and  he  wants  public  approval.  Knowing  what  will  be  involved  if  he 
tries  to  emulate  the  West  Coast  hiring  system,  he  may  lose  enthusiasm  for 
the  project. 

Anastasia  may  not  be  the  man  to  lead  the  fight  for  rotary  hiring  but 
he  has  shown  more  willingness  to  do  so  than  anyone  else.  Perhaps  the 
battle  will  never  take  place — the  old  system  demonstrates  remarkable 
staying  power.  Perhaps  New  York  longshoremen  will  be  shaping  up  in 
information  centers — or,  more  accurately,  in  hiring  clubs  or  saloons 
around  the  corner  from  the  information  centers — as  long  as  ships  come 
and  go  in  New  York  harbor. 

Seattle  longshoremen  look  forward  in  1955  to  a  promising  future. 
Because  recent  months  have  reinforced  the  rational  collective-bargaining 
relationship  which  the  "new  look"  brought  to  the  West  Coast,  longshore- 
men are  getting  increased  benefits  from  the  rational  operation  of  the  indus- 
try. Their  most  recent  gain  will  come  in  February,  when  the  industry's 
welfare  fund  begins  paying  the  bills  for  dental  work  needed  by  longshore- 
men's children.  The  record  of  the  "new  look"  in  preventing  work  stop- 
pages continues  to  be  impressive,  marred  only  by  occasional  tie-ups  of 
steam  schooners  caused  by  the  traditional  conflict  between  West  Coast 
sailors  and  longshoremen  over  who  will  work  steam-schooner  hatches. 
It  is  regrettable  that  this  dispute  has  not  yet  been  resolved  (it  was  espe- 
cially troublesome  in  Los  Angeles  in  1954),  but  it  should  not  seriously 
affect  the  industry's  growing  reputation  for  providing  reliable  service 
because  steam  schooners — plying  coastal  waters — represent  only  a  small 
part  of  Pacific  Coast  shipping. 

In  Seattle,  substantial  progress  is  being  made  toward  eliminating  an 
adjunct  of  this  jurisdictional  tug  of  war  as  longshoremen  in  the  "exception 
ports"  (Tacoma,  Anacortes,  and  Port  Angeles)  move  toward  affiliation 
with  the  ILWU.  Men  in  these  ports  left  the  ILA  when  it  was  expelled  from 
the  AFL  and  affiliated  with  the  AFL  longshoremen's  union  which  lost 
out  in  New  York.  They  will  undoubtedly  see  the  wisdom  of  affiliating  with 
the  ILWU  as  they  work  side  by  side  with  ILWU  men  under  a  new  arrange- 
ment in  which  dispatchers  in  ILWU  and  AFL  hiring  halls  in  all  Puget 
Sound  ports  call  on  each  other  for  longshore  gangs  whenever  they  are 
short  of  experienced  men. 

Stable  relations  between  the  ILWU  and  the  Pacific  Maritime  Associa- 
tion doubtless  will  be  unshaken  even  if  the  government  carries  out  Con- 
gressman Velde's  proposal  to  use  the  Communist  Control  Act  to  deprive 
the  ILWU  of  its  legal  rights  and  privileges  before  the  National  Labor 
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Relations  Board.  Even  if  the  government  succeeds  in  proving  that  the 
ILWU  is  guilty  of  "Communist  infiltration,"  an  unlikely  prospect,  the 
union's  position  will  then  be  no  different  than  that  of  the  United  Mine 
Workers.  The  UMW  has  had  no  legal  standing  before  the  NLRB  for  more 
than  seven  years  because  of  John  L.  Lewis'  refusal  to  sign  the  non-Com- 
munist affidavit  in  the  Taft-Hartley  Act,  but  this  has  had  no  significant 
effect  on  the  bargaining  power  of  the  miners.  For  a  union  as  securely  estab- 
lished in  the  industry  as  the  ILWU,  prosecution  under  the  Communist 
Control  Act  would  be  more  of  a  harassment  than  a  serious  threat  to  the 
union's  bargaining  power.  West  Coast  longshoremen  are  also  prepared  for 
the  possibility  that  the  government  may  succeed  in  its  current  (this  will 
be  the  fifth)  attempt  to  deport  Harry  Bridges.  If  the  government  deprives 
the  ILWU  of  Bridges's  services,  a  stand-by  president  who  was  elected  at 
the  last  convention  is  prepared  to  take  over  the  presidency.* 

Perhaps,  instead  of  listening  to  the  counsel  of  Congressman  Velde  and 
Harry  Lundeberg — who  in  1953  suggested  that  such  a  law  as  the  Com- 
munist Control  Act  be  passed  and  used  against  his  old  adversary,  the 
ILWU — government  officials  would  do  better  to  read  the  New  York 
Times,  which  said  editorially  two  months  after  the  bill  became  law: 

Following  the  breaking  of  ground  recently  for  a  new  million- 
dollar  headquarters  of  the  International  Longshoremen's  and 
Warehousemen's  Union  in  San  Francisco,  members  of  the 
union  and  shipowners  also  broke  bread,  and  partook  of  other 
viands,  at  a  dinner  to  take  account  of  their  labor-relations 
stock.  Apparently  twenty  years  of  collective  bargaining  on  the 
Pacific  Coast  has  paid  dividends  for  both  labor  and  the  em- 
ployers. 

Both  sides  agree  that  the  San  Francisco  waterfront  is  free 
of  the  gangsterism  and  racketeering  that  have  plagued  the  Port 
of  New  York.  It  seems  too  bad  that  the  leaders  of  the  Interna- 
tional Longshoremen's  Association  and  of  the  shipping  interests 
of  the  Port  of  New  York  were  not  present  at  this  most  extraor- 
dinary gathering.  They  might  have  learned  a  lot. 


*  On  July  29,  1955,  Bridges  was  acquitted  in  a  San  Francisco  Federal  District 
Court  which  held  that  the  government  had  failed  to  prove  its  case  "by  clear  and 
convincing  evidence." 
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10  Slichter,  Union  Policies  and  Industrial  Management,  p.  174.  Total  tons  of  cargo 
were  taken  from  the  ships'  manifests,  and  the  total  man  hours  worked  from  steve- 
doring company  payrolls. 

11  International  Longshoremen's  and  Warehousemen's  Union,  "Report  of  Local 
1-19,"  Proceedings  of  the  Second  Annual  Convention  .  .  .  1939,  pp.  200-201. 

12  U.S.  Congress,  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  .  .  .  ,  Tail-Hartley  Act  Revisions, 
p.  1317. 

13 1  bid.,  p.  1322. 

"Ibid.,  pp.  1324-1325. 

15 1 bid.,  p.  1318. 

16  JLRC  Minutes,  Nov.  3,  1947. 

"U.S.  Congress,  Senate  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Education  .  .  .  , 
Safety  in  Longshore  and  Harbor  Work. 

18  See,  for  example,  U.S.  Congress,  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  .  .  .  ,  Hiring 
Halls  in  the  Maritime  Industry,  p.  431. 

19  The  New  Yorker,  27  (April  28,  1951). 

20  98  NLRB  No.  44,  mimeographed;  decided  Feb.  6,  1952. 

81  The  employers  were  charged  under  section  8a  (1)  and  8a(3);  the  union  under 
Section  8b  (1)  (A)  and  8b  (2). 

22  U.S.  National  Labor  Relations  Board,  Division  of  Trial  Examiners,  Interme- 
diate Report  .  .  .  ,  p.  18,  mimeographed;  hereafter  cited  as  Intermediate  Report. 

23  Ibid.,  p.  13. 

24  JLRC  Minutes,  Jan.  31  and  Feb.  14  and  28,  1951. 

25  Intermediate  Report,  pp.  20  and  22. 

26  98  NLRB  No.  44,  p.  12.  Mimeographed. 

27  Ib id.,  p.  19. 

28  90  NLRB  No.  166,  p.  49.  Mimeographed.  Also  Intermediate  Report,  p.  14. 
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Chapter  7.  Government-Operated  Halls:  The  New  York  Expedient 

xAf.y.  Laws  (1953),  Chap.  882,  Part  I,  ix  3(e),  hereafter  cited  as  Waterfront 
Commission  Act. 

z  Waterfront  Commission  of  New  York  Harbor,  Regulations,  section  3.4;  here- 
after cited  as  Regulations. 

3  Waterfront  Commission  Act,  Part  I,  i. 

4  New  York  Shipping  Association,  Recommendations  Relating  to   Waterfront 
Labor  Employed  on  Piers  and  Wharves. 

sNew  York  Times,  March  11,  1953. 

*  Statutory  Plan  Recommended  by  the  Port  of  New  York  Authority  to  Improve 
Waterfront  Labor  Conditions  (New  York:  Jan.,  1953).  The  Port  of  New  York 
Authority  is  a  bistate  agency  established  in  1921  by  agreement  between  New  York 
and  New  Jersey  to  develop  and  regulate  transportation  facilities  in  the  harbor  area. 

7  Dewey  Hearings,  p.  6. 

8  Corridan,  Recommendations  on  Labor  Conditions  .  .  . 
8  Dewey  Hearings,  p.  ix. 

10  Ibid.,  p.  71. 

11  Ibid.,  p.  173. 
™  Ibid.,  p.  23. 

13  Waterfront  Commission  Act,  Part  I,  xv. 

14  Fourth  Report  of  Crime  Commission,  p.  69. 

15  Waterfront  Commission  Act,  Part  I,  xv  2. 
18  Ibid.,  Part  I,  xii  2. 

17  Ibid.,  Part  II,  sec.  2A  2. 

wlbid.,  Part  I,  vi  3(b)(f)(g). 

l9/6/W.,PartI,v2(d). 

80  Ibid.,  Part  I,  xiv  6  and  xvi  3. 

21 /£«/.,  Part  I,  v  3  (c). 

22  Ibid.,  Part  I,  viii  2. 

23  Ibid.,  Part  I,  viii  3. 

24  Ibid.,  Part  I,  viii  5 (3). 

25  Ibid.,  Part  I,  xi  3. 
™Ibid.,  Part  I,  xi  5. 

27  Regulations,  Section  9.9. 

28  Waterfront  Commission  Act,  Part  II,  8. 
*»Ibid.,  Parti,  ix  5. 

30  See  page  70. 

31  Since  1941,  the  employment  service  has  administered  the  Manhattan  Needle 
Trades  Office  for  the  International  Ladies  Garment  Workers  Union,  AFL,  and  in 
1951  dispatched  workers  to  800,000  jobs  a  year.  Since  1949,  the  service  industry 
office,  operating  under  an  agreement  with  Local  32B,  Building  Service  Employees' 
International  Union,  AFL,  and  the  Building  Owners  and  Managers  Association  has 
placed  from  400-500  workers  a  month.  The  hotel  placement  office,  set  up  in  1951 
under  an  agreement  with  the  Hotel  Association  of  New  York  City  and  the  Hotel 
Trades  Council,  AFL,  serves  as  the  hiring  exchange  for  about  40,000  workers. 
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